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ABSTRACT 

This report presents a fiscal analysis of Howard 
University (District of Columbia) including: (1) general education 
revenues? (2) education and general expenditures? and (3) faculty 
salaries. The study compared Howard University to four different 
groups of higher education institutions! similar private institutions 
with hospitals? public universities with hospitals? competitor 
institutions (institutions preferred by students who declined Howard 
University admittance) ? and historically Black colleges and 
universities (HBCUs) . Key findings with respect to revenues included: 
the university received more than twice as much revenue as competitor 
institutions and three times more revenue than HBCUs but less than 
that of private institutions with hospitals, and the university 
received 1% of total revenues from endowment income. Key findings 
with respect to expenditures included: Howard University spent 
$22,843 per full-time equivalent student, midway between private and 
public universities with hospitals? Howard spent only 6% of its 
expenditures on research? and Howard spent more for plant operation 
and maintenance than any of the comparison groups did. Other findings 
indicated that 78% of Howard's full-time faculty had Ph.D.'s and that 
its faculty salaries and benefits were comparable to those at public 
institutions with hospitals. An appendix includes a comparative 
fiscal analysis. (DB) 
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HOWARD UNIVERSITY: A COMPARATIVE FISCAL ANALYSIS 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The United States Congress requested the VS. Department of Education to condurt a full 
analysis of Howard University. This is the first of several reports we are preparing in response to 
that request This report analyzes: (1) general education revenues; (2) education and general 
expenditures; and (3) faculty salaries. Further analyses of Howard University will examine 
student characteristics and outcomes ^and overall management issues. 

The analyses in this report compare Howard University to four different groups of higher 
education institutions. The four groups identified for this report are; 

Selected private institutions with hospitals-institutions chosen by Howard University 
because they are private institutions that offer similar curricula and degrees at the 
undergraduate, graduate and professional levels; 

Public universities with hospitals-research universities that, like Howard University, 
receive a large share of revenue from government appropriations; 

Competitor iristitutions-uistitutions that undergraduate students who declined 
admittance to Howard University chose to attend; and 

Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs)-institutioas like Howard 
University, that serve predominantly black student populations. 

Each of these groups provides a different perspective from which to assess the operation of 

Howard University as a major higher education institution in the country. 

All revenue and expenditure data are for academic year 1985-86 and are presented in terms 

of funds received or spent per full-time equivalent student (FTE). Analyses of expenditure and 

revenue data indicate that Howard University's revenues are largely generated from the same 

sources as public institutions, governmental, but its expenditures resemble those of large 

private institutions. Although an HBCU, Howard University's fiscal data reveal more striking 
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similarities with the private and public institutions with hospitals than with HBCUs or competitor 
Institutions. With respect to revenues, comparisons of Howard University ano the comparison 
groups reveal the following: 

At $23325 per FTE, Howard University's revenues were between those of the 
private institutions with hospitals ($29,131) and those of the public institutions with 
hospitals ($15,518). Howard University received more than twice as much revenue 
as the competitor institutions ($9,983) and three times more revenue than the 
HBCUs ($7,587). 

A 'though a private university, Howard University received relatively small revenue 
shares from many of the principal revenue sources of other private universities. 
Tuition and fees, grants x and contracts (Federal, state and private), and endowment 
income are examples of revenue sources from which Howard University received 
less than half as many funds as the selected private universities with hospitals. 

Both Howard University and public institutions with hospitals received over 50 
percent of their revenue from government appropriations and less than 20 percent 
from tuition and fees. The main difference is that Federal funds supported Howard 
University, whereas the public institutions with hospitals received state 
appropriations. 

Howard University received one percent ($225 per FTE) of total revenues from 
endowment Licome, The comparison institutions endowment income ranged from 
one percent of total revenues among public institutions with hospitals ($157) to 
slightly more than ten percent among selected private institutions with hospitals 
($2*943). . 



Som* key findings concerning Howard University's expenditures are as follows: 

In terms of total expenditures per FTE, Howard University spent 522,843 per FTE; 
this placed Howard University squarely between the public schools with hospitals at 
$14,728 and the selected private universities with hospitals at 530,648. Howard 
University's expenditures were significantly above the competitor institutions 
($10,073) and HBCUs ($8,408). 

When research is removed from total expenditures, Howard University's 
expenditures more closely resemble those of the selected private universities with 
hospitals. Excluding research, the difference between the nvo is less than $1000 
per FTE 

Howard University did not spend as much on research as did the selected private 
institutions with hospitals or public institutions with hospitals. Indeed, Howard 
University spent only six percent ($1332) of its per-FTE expenditures on research 
compared to 24 percent ($7305) dedicated to research among the private 
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institutions with hospitals, and 16 percent ($2315) among public institutions with 
hospitals. The competitor institutions and HBCUs spent 12 percent (51,229) and 
five percent ($423) on research, respectively. 

• In terms of dollars spent on academic expenditures ($9,579 per FTE), Howard 

University ranked below the selected private institutions with hospitals but above all 
other comparison groups. The average competitor institution spent a similar budget 
share on academic expenses (46 percent of total expenditures less research, 
compared to 45 percent at Howard) though less than half the dollar amount per 
FTE ($4,029). 

Howard University spent substantially more for total administrative expenses than 
any other type of institution Howard University spent $5,981 (28 percent of total 
expenditures less research) pr* FTE on administrative costs; the selected private 
institutions with hospitals ranted second in total dollars spent on administration at 
$4,642 (20 percent of total expenditures less research). All other comparison 
groups spent less than half as much money on administrative expenditures as 
Howard University. 

Howard University also spent significantly more for plant operation and 
maintenance (14 percent) than any of the comparison groups. At $3,092, Howard 
University spent 12 times more than its selected private institutions with hospitals 
and more than twice as much as each of the other groups on plant operation and 
maintenance 

Of Howard University's full-time faculty, 78 percent had PbJX This is the same 
percentage as for the public institutions with hospitals group. The only comparison group with a 
higher proportion of full-time faculty was the selected private institutions with hospitals. 
Moreover, the ratio of FTE students to full-time faculty was lower at Howard University (82 to 
one) than at any comparison group. Howard University also had a su bs tan t ially larger 
percentage of part-time faculty (37 percent) than any comparison group. 

With respect to faculty salaries and benefits, Howard University paid its faculty 
considerably less than the selected private institutions with hospitals, particularly in the upper 
ranks. Its salaries and benefits were fauiy comparable, however, to the public institutions with 
hospitals. Comparisons could not be made with the competitor institutions or the HBCT 
because several of the HBCUs did not participate in the faculty salary survey. 
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Howard University s . private, non-profit Historically Black Institution located to the 
District of Columbia. It was founded on March 2, 1867 by an Act of Congress which officiary 
incorporated the Unrvoafty. Since its founding " ward Univerriry has continuously received 
Fedcr,] wpport for its construction and general operating expenses. 

Howard University oflen . comprehensive program a, the undergraduate, graduate and 
ptofessionai leveb. Its 18 schools and colleges arc attended by some 9,896 foil-toe equi™ien, 
" UdCnB 074 Vmat 26 percent graduate). Howmd University has Master's 

degree programs in over 85 areas and doctotal-Ievel p^grams in 23 fields. 

In Fiscal Year (FY) 1990, direct Federal appropriations for Howard Univeraity equalled 
$182,4 oillion, an tease of $3.5 million over the FY 1989 appropriation and J3 million less 
than the FY 1991 budget request The Federal appropriation currenrly provides almost 70 
percent of the Uttivemty's education and general expenditures. Howard University also receives 
J18J million in Federal student assistance funds and J9.9 million through other Federal gran, 
sad research programs, 

The United States Congress requested that the US. Department of Eduction conduct a 
full analysis of Howard University. This report is the firs. par. of the Deparunen.'s response to ' 
the Congressional mandete. I. provides analyses o£ (1) education revenues; (2) educational 
expenditures; and (3) toculty »lMiea Howard University. Further analyse, of Howard 
Univetsity will «amine student characteristira and omeomes and overall managemen, issues. 

Methodological App roach 
Tim report compares revenue, expenditure, and salary data on Howard University to 
other similar school, Because it is difficult to select one group of higher education institutions 
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that is truly comparable to Howard University, this report uses four comparison groups. Each of 

the four groups provides a different p ersp e cti ve from which to assess the operation of Howard 

University as a major VS. university. 

The four groups identified for this report are: 

Selected Private Institutions with Hospitals. Eleven private universities with ' 
hospitals, which Howard University chose as the appropriate comparison group. 

Public Institutions with Hospitals . Eleven public universities whose enrollment 
sizes are most comparable to Howard University. 

Competitor Instirutidm. Fifteen public and private colleges and universities 
attended by undergraduate students who were admitted to Howard University, but 
chose not to enroll there. 

Historically Bl aclc Colleges and Universities (HBCUsV Fourteen of the larger 
HBCUs, seven of which are public and seven private. 

The institutions within each of these four groups are listed in Tables 1-4, along with their 

location, enrollment size, and enrollment composition. 

The comparison group that Howard University chose consists of private, research 
universities with hospitals. These institutions include some of the most prominent and costly 
higher education institutions in this country. Howard University selected these institutions as 
comparable because they offer similar curricula and degrees at the undergraduate, graduate, and 
professional levels. The second group, public universities with hospitals, was chosen because 
Howard University receives an extremely large share of its revenue from governmental (i.e^ 
Federal) appropriations. In this respect, despite the met that Howard University is a private 
university, it is more similar to public institutions. 

Student characteristics motivated the selection of the last two comparison groups. The 
competitor institutions include schools that undergraduate students who applied to and were 
accepted by Howard University actually attended instead of Howard University. The group of 
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Table 1 

Selected Private Institutions with Hospitals 



Enrollment* % Undergraduate % Graduate 



Case Western Reserve University 8257 36% _ 64% 

Cleveland, Ohio 

University of Chicago 8600 37% 63% 

Chicago, Illinois 

Duke University 9795 59% 41% 

Durham, North Carolina 

Emory University * 8604 57% 43% 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Georgetown University 11438 48% 52% 

Washington, D.C. 

The Johns Hopkins University 3827 70% 30% 

Baltimore, Maryland 

University of Rochester 7269 64% 36% 

Rochester, New York 

Stanford University 13292 49% 51% 

Stanford, California 

Tulane University 9247 59% 41% 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

Vanderbift University 9656 53% 47% 

Nashville, Tennessee 



Yale University 

New Haven, Connecticut 



10699 49% 51% 



Howard University 9896 74% 26% 



* Total Enrollment 1988, Peterson's Four-Year Colleges 1989 data and ARCO The hiaht 
College 1989 data. 
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Table 2 

Public Institutions with Hospitals 



Enrollment* 



University of Alabama 14245 
at Birmingham 
Birmingham, Alabama 

University of California-Irvine 15139 
Irvine, California 

University of Cincinnati 21844 
Main Campus ( 
Cincinnati, Ohio * 

University of Illinois-Chicago ' 23913 
Chicago, Illinois 

Indiana University-Purdue 10581 
University at Indianapolis 
Indianapolis, Indiana 

University of Kentucky 22004 
Lexington, Kentucky 

University of Missouri-Columbia 22796 
Columbia, Missouri 

University of North Dakota 11181 

Main Campus 

Grand Forks, North Dakota 

Temple University 25553 
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

University of Utah 2461 1 

Salt Lake City, Utah 

Virginia CommonweaJth University 20485 
Richmond, Virginia 



Howard University 



9896 



% Undergraduat e % Graduate 

69% 31% 

82% 18% 

71% 29% 

66% 44% 

91% 9% 

78% 22% 

74% 26% 

86% 14% 

64% 36% 

83% 17% 

72% 28% 

74% 26% 



* Total Enrollment 1988, Peterson's Four-Year Colleges 1989 data and ARCO The Right 
Collage J889, data. 
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Table 3 
Competitor Institutions 

on Enrollment * % Undergraduate % Graduate 
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Ctark College 2044 100% 0% 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Hampton University (institute) 3794 100% 0% 

Hampton, Virginia 

Morehouse College (men only) 2229 100% 0% 

Atlanta, Georgia 

Spelman College (women only) < 1731 100% 0% 

Atlanta, Georgia % 

Xavier University of Louisiana 4 2049 88% 12% 

New Orleans, Louisiana 

Public 

Florida A&M University 5949 96% 4% 

Tallahassee, Florida 

University of Maryland-Baltimore 7101 84% 16% 

County 
CatonsviHe, Maryland 

University of Maryland-College 33303 74% 26% 

Park 

College Park, Maryland 

University of Michigan* 34847 64% 36% 

Ann Arbor, Michigan 

Michigan State University 50739 83% 17% 

East Lansing, Michigan 

Morgan State University 4500 100% 0% 

Baltimore, Maryland 

North Carolina A&T State 5373 87% 13% 

University 

Greensboro, North Carolina 

Rutgers University (Rutgers College) 8347 100% 0% 

New Brunswick, New Jersey 

Temple University 25653 64% 36% 

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 

University of Virginia 16657 66% 44% 

Charlottesville, Virginia 

Howard University 9896 74% 26% 

5 total Enrollment 1988, Peterson's Four-Year Colleges 1989 data and ARCO The Right 
College 1989 data. 
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Table 4 
HBCUs 



2D 



Private 



iiUlIuivuIi 



1768 



2172 



3794 



2229 



1731 



3300 



2049 



10141 



9600 



5949 



6030 



7721 



5373 



9002 



9836 



% Undergraduate % Graduate 



100% 



100% 



100% 



100% 



100% 



94% 



88% 



Bethune-Cookman College 
Daytona Beach, Florida 

Florida Memorial College 
Miami, Florida 

Hampton University (institute) 
Hampton, Virginia 

Morehouse College (men only) 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Spelman College (women only) 
Atlanta, Georgia 

Tuskegee University (Institute) 
Tuskegee, Alabama 

Xavier University of Louisiana 
New Orleans, Louisiana 

Publip ■ 

Univ. of Arkansas at Little Rock 
Little Rock, Arkansas - 

Univ. of the District of Columbia 
Washington, D.C. 

Florida A&M University 
Tallahassee, Florida 

Jackson State University 
Jackson, Mississippi 

Norfolk State University 
Norfolk, Virginia 

North Carolina A&T 
State University 
Greensboro, North Carolina 

Texas Southern University 
Houston, Texas 

Howard University 

* Total Enrollment 1988, Peterson's Four-Year Colleges 1989 data and ARCO 
College 1989 data. 



87% 



84% 



96% 



84% 



91% 



87% 



78% 



74% 



0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
0% 
6% 
12% 



13% 
16% 

4% 
16% 

9% 
13% 

22% 

26% 

The Right 
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HBCUs allows for comparisons to other schools that serve predominantly black students as does 
Howard University. Howard University is also an HBCU, although it is much larger and offers 
more undergraduate and graduate programs than most other HBCUs. 

Using multip'* omparison groups highlights the unique character of Howard University 
and provides a variety of perspectives from which to view the University. Data concerning each 
of the four comparison groups is presented in two forms: 1) averages for the group, and 2) 
individual institutional data. The first format facilitates summary comparisons of Howard 
University to each institution type. * The second format, presented is Appendix tables, allows for 
more detailed institutional comparisons between Howard University and other specific 
institutions. 
Data Sources 

Data from the 1985-86 Higher Education General Information Survey (HEGIS) are used 
extensively in this report because they are the most comprehensive data available for fiscal 
analyses of postsecondary institutions. Although some accounting variations may occur in 
institutional reporting, these data are the most comparable available. HEGIS collects data 
annually on opening fall enrollments, expenditures and revenues, faculty salaries, degrees 
awarded, and general institutional characteristics. The 1985-86 HEGIS fisca) data are the most 
recent available. Unless otherwise indicated, data reported in the text and tables are taken from 
HEGIS. 

The analyses of faculty salaries use data from the American Association of University 
Professors' (AAUP) 1987-38 Annual Report on the Economic Status of the Profession. Every 
year, AAUP gathers data on average faculty salaries and benefits by rank. The 1987-88 survey is 
the most recent year in which Howard University responded to the survey. 

7 



Additional data on faculty arc drawn from the College Board's 1988-89 Annual Survey of 
Colleges . This data source provides information on faculty characteristics such as percent with 
PfcuDjs, percent part-time, and student to faculty ratios. 

Analyses 

The fiscal analyses that follow assess how Howard University received and spent money 
relative to other institutions. These analyses focus on general educational revenue and education 
and general (E & G) expenditures. *This focus eliminates expenditures and revenues such as 
hospitals and student housing, which can vary considerably across institutions and arc not directly 
related to the educational mission of postsecondrxy institutions. limiting the analysis in this way 
thus enhances comparability across institutions. Detailed descriptions of revenue and expenditure 
categories used in this report arc presented in Figures 1 and 2. 

Moreover, revenue and expenditure figures are presented in terms of funds received or 
spent per full-time equivalent student (FTE). FTE calculations convert three part-time students 
into one full-time student and add these to the number of students enrolled full-time. Reporting 
revenues and expenditures per FTE further enhance comparability across institutions with very 
different enrollment sizes and proportions of full-time and part-time students. 

Given the tremendous variation in total budget sk?- among the groups, the analysis of 
dollar amounts gives only part of the picture. It is important also to examine the percent of the 
budget, or budget share, that each figure represents. These arc dis c us sed in the following two 
sections, beginning with revenues and concluding with expenditures. 

The findings of this study indicate that Howard University operates like a public 
institution in some aspects and like a private institution in others. Specifically, Howard 
University's revenues are largely generated from the same sources as public institutions, i.e., 

8 
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Figure 1 

Definitions of Revenue Categories 



Reygffiocs 

Tuition and Fees - includes all tuition and fees assessed against students, including tuition and 
fee remissions and exemptions. 

Federal Appro p ri ations - includes all amounts made available to the institution through acts of a 
legislative body, except grants or contracts. These funds are for meeting current operating 
expenses and not for s pe cifi c projects or programs. 

State and Local Appropriations - includes funds received by the institution as a result of state 
and local legislation, excluding grants or contracts. 

Federal Grants and Contracts - includes revenues from Federal government agencies which are 
for specific research projects or other types of programs. 

State and Local Grants and Contracts - includes revenues from state and local government 
agencies designated for specific research, training or other types of programs. 

Private Grants and Contracts - includes revenues from private donors and funds for which 
specific goods and services must be provided to the fonder as a stipulation for receipt of the 
funds. Includes only those gifts, grants, and contracts That are directly related to instruction, 
research, or public service. 

Endowment Income - includes (1) the unrestricted income of endowment and similar funds; (2) 
restricted income of endowment and similar funds to the extent expended for current operating 
purposes; and (3) income from funds held in trust by others under irrevocable trusts. 

Sales and Services of Educational Activities - includes revenues from the sales of goods or * 
services that are incidental to providing instruction, research or public service; examples include 
film rentals, scientific and literary publications, testing services, university presses and dairy 
products. 
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Figure 2 

Definitions of Expenditure Categories 



Academic - expenditures for the services that are integral to the instruction and research of the 
institution, specifically including instructional costs and library costs. 

Instruction - expenditures for direct instructional activities, including faculty salaries. 

Libraries - expenditures for the operation of libraries, including oook acquisitions and 
compensation of library personnel. 

AilunuisuaUve - exp enditur e s for thcfervices that are primarily related to the administration of 
the institution, including student services, institutional support and academic support. 

Student Services - funds expended for various direct services to students, including 
admissions, career guidance, counseling, financial aid administration, and student health 
services, 

• 

Institutional Support - expenditures for the day to day operation of the institution, 
excluding physical plant operations; includes executive direction and planning, and legal 
and fiscal operations. 

Academic Support - expenditures for support services that are integral to the 
administration of academic and instructional services, including academic computing, 
ancillary support, and ac ad e m ic administration. 

Scholarships - includes- grants and stipends awarded to students enrolled in formal coursework, as 
well as aid to students in the form of tuition or fee remissions. 

Research - funds expended for activities specifically related to produce research outcomes. 

Plant Operation and Maintenance / Mandatory Education Transfers * all expenditures for 
operations established to provide service and maintenance related to campus grounds and 
facilities. Thh category also includes Mandatory Education Transfers since mandatory debt 
provisions relate to academic and adrninistrative facilities. Mandatory transfers from current 
funds are those that must be uuAc in order to fulfill a binding legal obligation of the institution. 
It should be noted that mandatory education transfers contribute an extremely small percentage 
of the dollar amount in this category. 

Public Service - funds expended for community seminars or projects, and cooperative extension 
services. 
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governmental, but the amount of revenue per FTE is much larger than at public institutions, and 
in fact is more like the amount of revenues generated at large, private universities. With respect 
to expenditures, Howard University, like every comparison group, spent the largest portion of 
total expenditures on academic costs (instruction an-" "braries). However, Howard University 
spent considerably more funds per FTE than any of the comparison groups on administrative 
costs. 
Revenues 

An analysis of revenues invokes an examination of the total amount of revenue received 
and the sources of those funds. In terns of the total amount of revenues received, Howard 
University is situated between the selected private institutions with hospitals and the public 
institutions with hospitals. However, the sources of Howard University's revenues are far more 
similar to those of public institutions with hospitals than to any other comparison group. 

There are large differences in the total amounts of revenue received by Howard 
University and the comparison groups. At $23325 per full-time equivalent (FTE) student in 
T985-86, Howard University's revenues were 20 percent below those of the selected private 
institutions with hospitals ($29,131), but 50 percent above those of the public institutions with 
hospitals (515,518). Howard University received more than twice as much revenue per student as 
the competitor institutions ($9,983) and three times more revenue per student than the HBCUs 
($7,687). Clearly, Howard University has considerably more resources to educate its students 
than do the HBCUs and competitor institutions. This may be due to the fact that the HBCU 
group, more so than any other comparison group, is comprised of small, p/edominantly 
undergraduate institution?,, which tend to have low revenues and expenditures per FTE 
Revenues by category and corresponding budget shares for Howard University and the 
comparison groups are presented in Tables 5 and 5A 
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TABLES 



HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER PTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1965-86 





ROUARD 
UHIVERSITT 


SELECTED PRIVATE 

INSTITUTIONS 
WITS HOSPITALS 


PURLIC 
INSTITUTIONS 
WITN NOSPiTALS 


COMPETITOR 
INSTITUTIONS 


KECUs 


TUITION AND FEES 


$3,999 


19,115 


S2,323 


S3,109 


S2,C - 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


15,230 


10 


533 


26 


16 


STATE AND LOCAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 


0 


228 


7,939 






FEDERAL GRANTS I CONTRACTS 


2,066 ' 


9,937 


2,315 


1,655 


1,254 


STATE ft LOCAL ORANTS ft 
CONTRACTS 


23 


335 


370 


155 


219 


PRIVATE 6RANTS ft CONTRACTS 


798 


4,478 


850 


672 


551 




2 S 


2,943 


157 


262 


236 


SALES AND SERVICES Of ED. 
ACTIVITIES 


983 


2,086 


1,038 


174 


68 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


»23,32S 


S29,131 


815,518 


$9,983 


S7,687 



TABLE SA 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE 
BUDGET SHARE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1965*6 





NOUARD 
UNIVERSITY 


SELECTED PRIVATE 

INSTITUTIONS 
WITH NOSPITALS 


PURLIC 
INSTITUTIONS 
WITN NOSPITALS 


COMPETITOR 
INSTITUTIONS 


HfiCUs 


TUITION AND FEES 


17. IX 


31 JX 


15.0X 


31. 1X 


35.1X 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


65.3 


0.0 


3.4 


0.3 


0.2 


STATE AND LOCAL 
APPROPRIATIONS 


0.0 


0.8 




39.4 


34.5 


FEDERAL GRANTS ft CONTRACTS 


8.8 


34.1 


14}9 


16.6 


16.3 


STATE ft LOCAL ORANTS ft 


0.1 


1.1 


2.4 


1.5 


2.8 


PRIVATE GRANTS ft CONTRACTS 


3.4 


15.4 


5.5 


6.7 


7.2 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 


1.D 


10.1 


1.0 


2.7 


3.1 


SALES AND SERVICES OF ED. 
ACTIVITIES 


4.2 


7.2 


6.7 


1.7 


0.9 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100. OX | 100. ox 


100. OS 


100. OX 


100.0X 



Although » private university, Howard University received comptrativciy small dollar 
amounts and budget shares of revenue per FTE from many of the traditional revenue sources of 
private unrvershies. Howard University received considerably less revenue than the selected 
private institutions with hospitals from several of these sources, including tuition and fees, 
Federal grants and contracts, private grants and contracts, and endowment For example, tuition 
and fee revenue per FTE at Howard University was $3,999 and accounted for 17 percent of total 
revenue, while the selected private institutions with hospitals received $9,115 per FTE, or 31 
percent, from this source. Howard University also received comparatively little revenue (12 
percent) from Federal, state, and private grants and contracts, compared to 51 percent among 
the selected private institutions with hospitals. Since grants and contracts primarily fund research 
projects, differences in the amount of revenue generated by grants and contracts indicate the 
degree to which sponsored research activity characterizes an institution. Clearly, the selected 
private institutions with hospitals rely more on research grants and contracts than does Howard 
University. 

Howard University's revenue pattern is much more similar to that of the public 
institutions with hospitals. Both received over half of their revenue from government 
appropriations. The main difference is that Federal funds supported Howard University, whereas 
the public institutions with hospitals received state appropriations. This high level of 
governmental support to both undoubtedly helps to keep tuition and other student fees low, thus 
explaining the low budget shares provided by tuition and fee revenues (less than 20 'percent) at 
public institutions with hospitals and Howard University. One important difference is that the 
public institutions with hospitals, like the selected private institutions with hospitals, received 
more revenue per FTE (and a larger budget share) from grants and contracts. Again, this 
indicates the research orientation of these institutions. 
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Ocariy, revenue pattens ire largely shaped by the public/private status of an institution 
or group of institutions. In general, public institutions rely far more on government 
appropriate s than do private institutions. Because the groups of HBCUs and competitor 
institutions include both public and pr—e schools, average revenue figures for these groups do 
not adequately reflect the revenue patterns of specific institutions in these groups. For example, 
among .the seven private institutions in the HBOJ comparison group, only Tuskegee University 
received any state appropriations (5 percent, or S502 per FTE). However, the public HBCUs 
received between 50 percent 03,152 at Jackson State University) and 83 percent ($9,658 at the 
University of the District pC Columbia) of total revenue from state appropriations. Therefore, 
the average state appropriation of 35 percent for ail HBCUs masks the difference in revenue 
sources for public and private HBCUs. This is true for the competitor institutions, as well. 

Endowments 

Another source of income for many postsecondary institutions is endowment. However, 
money received each year through contributions to endowments is not considered in calculations 
of revenue, since most .institutions do not spend the principal of their endowment for current 
operating expenses. The funds generated by interest and investment of endowment funds- 
endowment income-are considered a revenue source. Endowment varies tremendously among 
institutions, dearly, institutions with low endowments receive only modest endowment income. 

x 

However, for institutions with large endowments this incomevcan comprise a comparatively large 
portion of total revenues. As seen in Table 5 A, endowment revenues per FTE at Howard 
Unrveisity were one percent while at the comparison institutions endowment revenues ranged 
from one percent of total revenue among public institutions with hospitals to slightly more than 
ten percent among selected private institutions with hospitals. The amount of revenue generated 
by endowment varied greatly, as welL Howard received $225 per FTE from endowment income; 
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the group of public institutions with hospitals received the teast revenue from this source ($157) 
and the selected private institutions with hospitals received the most ($2^43). 

The issue of endowments h particularly important to Howard University. As an incentive 
to reduce long-term Federal funding requirements, the Federal government match.- mdowments 
to Howard from non-Federal sources. The University can withdraw up to one half of the income 
earned each year to meet operating costs. 

The market value of Howard University's endowment in 1985-56 was $6,067 per FTE. 
This was greater than the endowments at both the HBCUs and the public institutions with 
hospitals, and quite similar to the endowment size amon^ competitor institutions ($6,499). 
However, Howard University's endowment was dwarfed by that of the selected private institutions 
with hospitals, whose average endowment was $69,038 per FTE, more than eleven times greater. 
Table 6 presents the market value of the endowment at Howard University and averages for each 
comparison group. 
Expenditure* 

Total expenditures, as would be expected, are roughly equal to genc.al education 
revenues. They are not identical, however, because other sources or income, such as hospital 
revenue and sales from educational activities may compensate for educational and general 
expenditures that exceed general education revenue. Expenditures by category are presented for 
Howard University and the comparison groups in Table 7. * 

Expenditures in this report are computed and presented in two ways: 1) including 
research in the total; and 2) excluding research from the total to show money spent on non- 
research expenditures. Removing research expenditures may provide a better idea of the 
allocation of student-focused funds. Because research forms such a large budget share in some 
insiituUons, the differences between the two computations can be significant. Tables 7A presents 



15 



ERIC 



24 



TABLE 6 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
ENDOWMENT PER FTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1885-86 



« 


■HMD inraERSin 


MLIC 
IRSTnUTlOKS 


FURLIC CCROOLS 
WITH KKWALS 


COVET I TOR 
■ tCWOPLS 


ma* 


MARKET VALUE OF ENDOWMENT AT 
THE END Of TNE FISCAL TEAR 


$6,067 


•69,039 


S2,7« 


$6,499 


$2,629 



V 
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HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1965-86 





ROUARO 

""tVERSITY 


SELECTED PRIVATE 

INSTITUTIONS 
W1TR HOSPITALS 


PUBLIC 
INSTITUTIONS 
WITH HOSPITALS 


COMPETITOR 
INSTITUTIONS 


NSCUt 


TOTAL ACAOBIIC 


19,579 


812,764 


86,562 


84,029 


S3, 150 


Instruction 


8,798 


11,832 


6,112 


3,896 


2,925 


Lfbr*H«t 


781 


1,132 


451 


333 


226 


TOTAL AflRIMISTIAmE 


5,981 


4,642 


2,611 


2,264 


2,212 


Sturftnt Ptevicm 


1,257 


1,042 


492 


556 


588 


Institutional Rupport 


3,715 


2,427 


1,149 


1,194 


1,243 




1,029 


1,173 


970 


514 


361 


scholarships 


1,155 


2,904 


726 


1,051 


1,348 




1,552 


7,305 


2,315 


1,229 


423 


PLANT OP., NAIHTEMRCE, 
NMBATDKT GO. TRANSFER 


3,092 


2,464 


1,412 


1,159 


968 


nm.ic SGKVICE 


1,725 


569 


1,101 




308 


TOTAL 8 ft 6 EXPENDITURES 


822,843 


850,648 


S14.728 


810,073 


S8,408 


TOTAL EtC EXPENDITURES 
LESS RESEARCH 


S21.511 


823,342 


S12,4T3 


$a,au 


$7,985 



TABLE 7A 



HOWARD UNTVERSTTY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 
. BUDGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH) 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1965-86 





NOUMO 
UNIVERSITY 


SELECTED PRIVATE 

INSTITUTIONS 
VITN HOSPITALS 


PUBLIC 

INSTITUTIONS 
WITH HOSPITALS 


COMPETITOR 
INSTITUTIONS 


KBCUt 


TOTAL ACADEMIC 


41.9% 


41.68 


44.68 


40. ex . 


37.5X 


instruction 


38.5 


38.0 


*f1.5 


36.7 


34.8 


libraries 


3.4 


3.7 


1.1 


3.3 


2.7 


TOTAL ADNUtSTMTIVE 


26.2 


15.1 


17^ 


22.5 


26.3 


Student farvffitt 


5.4 


3.6 


3J 


5.5 


7.0 


institutional Support 


16.3 


7.9 


7.8 


11.9 


14.8 


kcwdmit Support 


4.5 


3.8 


6.6 


5.1 


4.5 


SOfOUKSftSPS 


4.9 


9.5 


4.9 


10.4 


16.0 




5.8 


Z3.8 


15.7 


12.2 


5.0 


PLAKT OP., f*AJMTBIVU« # 
MANDATORY BP* TttttffiHl 


13.5 


8.1 


9.6 


11.6 


11.5 


n*uc SEXVICE 


7.6 


1.9 


7.5 


3.4 


3.7 


TOTAL E t 6 EXfOOfTURES 


100. OX 


100.0X 


100.08 


100.08 


100. OX 


TOTAL E I 6 B0PGOI1URES 
LESS tESEMCH 
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budget shares for Howard University and e ach of the comparison groups using total expenditures 
including research. Table 7B calculates budget shares using total expenditures .excluding 
research. 

Howard University's total expenditure* (including research), at ~~£,843 per FTE, placed it 
between the public institutions with hospitals ($14,728) and the selected private institutions with 
hospitals ($30,648). However, with research removed, Howard University's expenditures resemble 
those of the selected private institutions with hospital*. Excluding research, Howard University 
•pent $21^11 per FTE, while the selected private institutions with hospitals spent S23342 and 
public institutions with hospitals, 512,4X3. These figures also indicate that Howard University did 
not spend as much on research as did either the selected private instimtions with hospitals or the 
public institutions with hospitals. Howard University spent onr> sk percent ($1332) of its per 
FTE expenditures on research, compared to 24 percent ($7305) dedicated to research among the 
selected private institutions with hospitals and 16 pacent ($2315) among the public institutions 
with hospitals. Howard University did spend • . ,htiy nsore money on research than the average 
competitor institution (SU29 per FTE), though tins comparison group spent a considerably 
larger budget share (12 percent) on research. The HBCUs, m average, spent less in terms of 
both dollars and budget share on research (5 percent, or $423 per FTE) than did HowrH 
Uniwsity. 

Of all comparison groups, the selected private Institution^ with hospitals provided the 
most funding to research in terms of both dollars (573^ X* FTE) and budget share 
(24 percent). In fact, each of the selected private institutions with hospitals allocated a larger 
budget share and more money for research per FTE than did Howard University (six percent and 
$1332). Research expenditures ranged from 12 percent ($1,794) at Tulant to 38 percent 
($17,486*) at Stanford. Of the 11 peer institutions, eight spent 20 percent or more of their 
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TABLETS 



HOWARD UNIVERSITY AMD COMPARISON GROUPS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 
BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH) 
ACADEMIC YEAR 196546 





HOWARD 
UNIVERSITY 


SELECTED PRIVATE 

INSTITUTION? 
WITH HOSPITALS 


-PUBLIC 
INSTITUTIONS 
WITH HOSPITALS 


COMPETITOR 
INSTITUTIONS 


KSCUs 


TOTAL ACADBtIC 


44.5% 


54.7* 


52.9% 


45.61 


39.4% 


Instruction 


40.9 


49.8 


49.2 


41.8 


36.6 


Libraries 


3.6 


4.8 


3.6 


3.8 


2.8 


TOTAL ADMINISTRATIVE 


27.8 


19.9 


21.0 


25.6 


27.7 


Studsnt StrvtcM 


S.8 


4.5 


4.0 


6.3 


7.4 


Institutional Seaport 


17.3 


10.4 


9.3 


13.5 


15.6 


Acadmie Seaport ' 


4.8 


S.O 


7.8 


5.8 


4.8 


SCHOLARSHIPS 


5.3 


12.4 


5.8 


11.9 


16.9 


BBHEMCH 












PIATT OP., MAINTENANCE, 
MANDATORY ED. TRANSFER 


14.4 


10.5 


11.4 


13.1 


12.1 


PUK.IC SERVICE 


8.0 


2.4 


8.9 


3.9 


3.9 


TOTAL EAR EXPENDITURES 












TOTAL E 4 G EXPENDITURES 
LESS RESEARCH 


100. ox 


100. OX 


100.0X 


100.0X 


100. OX 
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expenditures on research and nine spent more than $4,000 per FTE on research. (See Tables . 

A7.1 and A73 in the Appendix.) 

Even the public institutions with hospitals, with a significantly smaller budget, spent 
almost twk- t much on research ($2315 per FTE, or 16 percent) as Howard University. All 11 
institutions within this group spent a larger budget share (though not necessarily more money) 
on research. Research expenditures ranged from 8 percent ($922) at Temple University to 22 
percent ($4,852) at the University of Alabama at Birmingham. (See Tables A13.1 and A13 3 in 
the Appendix.) 

Although Howard University spent more than the average competitor institution on 
research, several large public research universities in this comparison group spent considerably 
more money per FTE on research than did Howard University. These restitutions include the 
University of Michigan at Ann Arbor (25 percent, or $4,533), the University of Maryland at 
College Park (22 percent, or $2,104), Michigan State University (20 percent, or $2,243), the 
University of Virginia (19 percent, or $2,715), and Rutgers University (14 percent, or 51^45). 
(See Tables A15.1 and A153 in the Appendix.) 

Among the HBCUs, only Tuskegee University, North Carolina A & T, and Florida A & 
M spent a larger budget share of total expenditures on research, though none spent more money 
* -per FTE on research than did Howard. (See Tables A93 and A113 in the Appendix.) 

In the remainder of this section, expenditure budget snares are reported -using total 
expenditures less research as a base, unless otherwise noted. As explained earlier, removing the 
research category from total expenditures essentially limits expenditures to those spent on 
student-focused activities. Dollar amounts spent in each category are also reported and are not 
changed by the method of calculating budget shares. (Budget shares using total expenditures 
including research as a base are included in Table 7A) 
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lite all comparison groups, Howard University spent the largest share of its budget (45 
percent) on academic costs, Le, instniction (primarily faculty salaries) and libraries. The 
comparison group closest to Howard University in terms of budget share allocated to academic 
costs is the competitor institutions, which spent 46 pe, . i of total expenditures less research on 
academic matters. The selected private institutions with hospitals and public institutions with 
hospitals groups spent larger budget shares (55 percent and 53 percent respectively) and the 
HBCUs spent a smaller budget share (39 percent) » However, in terms of dollars 

spent on academic expciKUturcs, Howard University; ranked below the selected private insUtutions 
with hospitals but above all other comparison groups. Howard University spent $9,579 per FTE 
on academic matters, approximately 25 percent less than the selected private institutions with 
hospitals ($12,764) but 46 percent more than the public institutions with hospitals ($6,562). 

The comparatively low expenditures for academic purposes among HBCUs ($3,150 per 
FTE) may be partly explained by the fact that these institutions tend to be small, primarily 
undergraduate institutions. As such, they have Utile demand for such costly expenditures as 
graduate and professional school faculty (who tend to be the highest paid), extensive research 
library holdings, and other academic- products and services that arc more characteristic of large 
research universities. 

Another large expenditure category for most postsecondary institutions is administration. 
Howard University spent substantially more for total administrative expenses tf>an any other type 
of institution. Howard University spent $5,981 per FTE (28 percent) on administrative costs; 
selected private institutions with hospitals ranked second in total dollars spent on administration 
at $4,642 per FTE (20 percent). All other comparison groups spent less than half as much 
money on administrative expenditures as did Howard University. Total administrative costs are 
comprised of three subcategories: academic support refers to expenditures for support services 
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such as academic computing, ancillary support and academic administration; institutional support 
refers to expenditures for the day-to-day operation of the institution, such as executive direction 
and planning, and legal and fiscal operations; student services includes funds expended for 
various direct services to students such as admissions, career guidance, counseling, financial aid, 
and student health services. The difference between administrative expenditures at Howard ' 
University and the comparison institutions is primarily the result of institutional support 
expenditures where Howard University spent from US to 3 times more than the comparison 
groups. 

There are several possible reasons why Howard University's administrative expenditures 
are higher than those of the comparison groups. For example, Howard University could be 
spending more on admirustratrve salaries than the comparison groups, or they could be providing 
additional services. In addition, it is possible that schools that spend considerable amounts of 
money on research may report some administrative costs associated with research as research 
expenditures rather than administrative. It is also possible that some administrative costs at 
public universities are not included in the specific institution's budget but are provided through a 
central state adniinistrative office. A fourth possibility is that Howard University mistakenly 
classified certain types of expenditures as adniinistrative that should have been included 
elsewhere, as was the case in the past (GAO, 1982, "Use of Federally Appropriated Funds by 
Howard University for Adniinistrative Expenses.*) Howard Umversity has improved its reporting 
procedures since this study was released. Also, we do not know whether other institutions are 
reporting their data in a similar manner. Future Department of Education analyses of Howard 
University will examine these issues in more detail 

Howard University's expenditures in two other categories are worth mention. Howard 
spent significantly more for plant operation and maintenance (14 percent) than any of the 
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comparison groups. At $3,092 per FTE, Howard University spent 12 times more than the • 
selected private institutions with hospitals and more than twice as much as each of the other 
groups on plant operation and maintenance. Howard University also spent more than any of the 
ither groups on public service. In fact, Howard University spent from 2.1 to 6.5 times more than 
the comparison groups for public service. 

According to College Board data, Howard University had slightly under 1,200 full-time 
faculty in 1988-89. Of these fun-time faculty, 78 percent had PhJX Howard University also 
employed approximately 700 part-time faculty in that academic year. The overall student (FTE) 
to full-time faculty ratio was 82 to one. These factors are examined for the four comparison 
groups in Table 8. 

The proportion of full-time faculty with PhJ>s at Howard University was comparable to 
the public universities with hospitals, and considerably higher than both the competitor 
institutions and the HBCUs. The average percentage of PIlDs among full-time faculty for the 
selected private institutions with hospitals was exceptionally high, 97 percent. 

Howard University employed a significantly higher percentage of part-time faculty than 
the four comparison groups. Of the 1,877 faculty members at Howard University, 703, or 37 
percent, worked part-time. In contrast, not more than 22 percent of the faculty in any of the 
comparison groups worked part-time. It is not possible to determine from these data how 
Howard University used these part-time faculty, although future Department of Education 
analyses will examine this issue in greater detail. 

Without consideration of these part-time faculty, Howard University had a lower ratio of 
FTE students to full-time faculty than any of the comparison groups. Whereas there were 8.2 
students to every full-time faculty member at Howard University, the selected private institutions 

■ * 
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TABLE 8 



HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS 



Number of 

Full-Time 

Faculty 



Howard 



1174 



Selected Private Pubic Competitor 
with Hospitals BffiUteaaajg Schppft HPCUs 



1160 



1630 



996 



276 



Percent of 
Full-Time 
Faculty with 
PruDs 



78% 



97% 



78% 



67% 



57% 



Number of 

Part-Time 

Faculty 



703 



462 



464 



196 



76 



Percent 

Part-Time 

Faculty 



37% 



19% 



22% 



19% 



22% 



Ratio of FTE 
Students to 
Full-Time Faculty 



8.2 



8.7 



11.4 



12.8 



15.1 



SOURCE: 1988-89 College Board's Annual Survey of Colleges. 
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with hospitals had a ratio of 8.7 to 1, and all three other groups had ratios that exceeded 11 
to 1. 

The distribution of faculty by rank indicates that Howard University has a tower 
percentage of full professors and a higher proportion of instructors than either selected r . rate 

9 

institutions with hospitals or public institutions with hospitals. Indeed, almost half of all full- 
time faculty at the selected private institutions with hospitals were full professors in 1987-88, 
compared to less than a third at this rank at Howard University. Because several of the HBCUs 
did not participate in the 1987-88 AAUP survey, we are not able to present data for competitor 
institutions or the HBCUs. 

At all ranks except instructor, the average compensation-salary and benefits-of Howard 
University faculty fell substantially below that of faculty in selected private institutions with 
hospitals and slightly below that of faculty in public institutions with hospitals. The average 
compensation at each faculty rank (except instructor) was highest at the selected private 
institutions with hospitals, followed by public institutions with hospitals and then Howard 
University. Instructors also earned most at the selected private institutions with hospitals, but 
earned more at Howard University than at public institutions with hospitals. The average full 
professor teaching at the selected private institutions with hospitals received almost $75,000 in 
compensation for the 1987-88 academic year, while the average full professor at Howard 
University received approximately $56,000. Table 9 presents ^compensation and distribution of 
full-time faculty at Howard University, the selected private institutions with hospitals, and the 
public institutions with hospitals. 

Furthermore, within the group of selected private institutions with hospitals, the average 
compensation of full professors was higher at every institution than at Howard University. 
Average full professor compensation in this group ranged from $64,800 at Tulane University to 
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TABLE 9 



HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
COMPENSATION AND DISTRIBUTION OF FULL-TIME FACULTY 



Howard University 



Selected Private Public Institutions 

wHh Hospitals wffi Hogprftt? 



Full Professor 



Associate Professor 



Assistant Professor 



Instructors 



$56,300 (30%) 
42,600 (37%) 
35,500 (24%) 
29,900 (9%) 



$74,800 (48%) 
52,000 (24%) 
41,700 (25%) 
33,200 (3%) 



$57,400 (37%) 
43,900 (34%) 
37.400 (25%) 
28,800 (4%) 




SOURCE: 1987-88 American Association of University Professor (AAUP) Annual Report on the 
Economic Status of tne Profession . 
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$84300 at Stanford. Similarly, the average compensation of associate and assistant professors 
was higher in all of the private institutions with hospitals than at Howard University. (See Table 

16 in the Appendix for individual school averages of the selected private institutions with 
hospitals.) 

The average compensation of faculty at Howard University was very sinxflar to that of 
faculty in public institutions with hospitals. In fact, the differences at all ranks were within 
$2,000. For exam ple, the average salary for full professors at Howard University was $56,300, 
compared to an avenge of $57,400 for full professors at public institutions with hospitals. 
^However, five of the 12 schools in this comparison group paid full professors less than Howard 
University. In fact, when comparing Howard University to schools in the group of public 
institutions with hospitals, Howard University appears situated near the middle. The University 
of California at Irvine paid full professors the highest salary at $71,900, while full professors at 
the University of North Dakota (Grand Forks) earned the least at $43,700. Only instructors 
received higher salaries, on average, at Howard University ($29,900) than among the group of 
public institutions with hospitals ($28,800); but here, again, the difference was small (See Table 

17 in the Appendix for individual school averages of the public institutions with hospitals.) 

C Conclusions 
Howard University received income in much the samd manner as public institutions with 
hospitals, but spent almost as much on non-research expenses as large private institutions. It 
spent substantially less on research than did the selected private institution with hospitals or the 
public institutions with hospitals. Further, although an HBCU, Howard University's fiscal data 
reveal more striking similarities with the selected private institutions with hospitals and public 
institutions with hospitals than with HBCUs or competitor institutions. Its faculty appear more 
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similar to those in public institutions with hospitals in terms of salaries and the proportion with 
doctorate degrees, but closer to the selected private institutions with hospitals in terms of 



student/faculty ratio. 

The following major findings emerge from our fiscal analyses: 

Both Howard University and public institutions with hospitals received over 50 
percent of their revenues from government sources: 

Howard University received almost two-thirds (65 percent) of its revenues 
from Federal appropriations. 

Public mstituriom with hospitals received about half (51 percent) of their 
revenues from state appropriations. ' 

Howard's revenue sources are different from the selected private institutions with 
hospitals which received twice as much income from tuition and fees and four 
times as much revenue from Federal grants and contracts, private grants and 
contracts, and endowments. 

Howard University received substantially more money than public institutions with 
hospital&_($23,325 v. $15,518 per FTE), and was able to use those public dollars to 
operate like a large private university. 

Howard University received more than twice as much revenue as the competitor 
institutions and three times more than the HBCUs. 



Endowments 

• The market value of Howard University's endowment was greater than the 
endowments at both the public institutions with hospitals and HBCUs and quite 
similar to the endowment of the competitor institutions. However, the 
endowment of the selected private institutions with hospitals was "more than eleven 
times larger than Howard University's endowment. 

• Howard University spent from two to three times as much per student as did the 
competitor institutions and the HBCUs. 

Howard University spent substantially more, $5,981 per FTE (28 percent of total 
expenditures less research), for administrative expenses than any other type of 
institution. Other types of institutions averaged between $2,212 (28 percent) and 
$4,642 (20 percent) per FTE 
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• With respect to research expenditures, Howard University spent considerably less 
than the selected private institutions with hospitals and the public institutions with 
hospitals, b ut more than the HBCUs. Research expenditures comprise six percent 
($1332 per FTE) of Howard University's total expenditures. The group of 
competitor institutions is closest to Howard University in the amount spent on 
research (Si«229 per FTE), though the average competitor institution allocated a 
larger budget share (12 percent) than Howard University for research. 

Faculty Compensation 

Over three quarters of all full-time faculty at Howard University had PhDs in 
1968-89. This proportion was comparable to the average for public institutions 
with hospitals and exceeded the average for both the competitor institutions and 
HBCUs but was 24 p er c e n t below the average for selected private institutions with 
hospitals. 

The ratio of FTE students to full-time faculty at Howard University was lower 
than any of the four comparison groups. 

Howard University's combination of salaries and benefits was lower than selected 
' private institutions with hospitals at all faculty ranks but comparable to public 
institutions with hospitals. 
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TABLE A1 



RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE 



9 

ERIC 



I Tuition 
I and Fee* 


Fed, 
Appropriations 


end Local 
Appropriations 


1 

Granle end 
Contract* 


SWe 
and Local 
Grants and 
Contracts 


Private 
Grams and 

Contracts 


Endowment 
Income 


Sates «ftd 
Seivtoes of 
Ed Act 


General Ed. 
Revonuo 


1 $t>i Pri. 91)5 


Howard 15230 


Public 8271 


Sei. Pri. 99371 


Public 


367 


Sei, Pfi. 4478 


Sei. Pri, P343 


Sal. Pa 2086 


Sei. Pn. 29131 


1 Howard 3999 


Pubhc 566 


Comp. 3932 


Public 2433 


SeL Pri. 


335 


Public 881 


Com a 262 


rUDilC 1 iw i 


Howard 23325 


1 Comp. 3109 


Comp. 26 


HBCUs 3094 


Howard 2069 


HBCUs 


281 


Howard 797 


Hc*#rd 225 


Howard 963 


Public 15951 


1 HBCUs 2276 


Sei Pri 10 


Sei. Pri, 228 


Comp, 1655 


Comp 


155 


Comp. 672 


Public 146 


Comp. 174 


Comp 9983 


1 Public 2111 


HBCUs 0 


Howard 0 


HBCUs 1078 


Howard 


123 


HBCU 487 


HBCUs 111 


HBCUs 69 


HBCUS 7396 
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TABLE A2 

RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE 
BUDGET SHARE 



stats 

SUta Fad and Local Prtota Sales and 



Tuition Fed. and Local Grants and Grant* and Qrsrts and Endownrnant Servfcas ot 

and Fees Appropriations Appropriations Contracts Contracts Contracts Income Ed, Act 

% % % % % % % % 

Sei Pri. 3V3 Howard 65.3 Public 51.9 SeL Pfi. 34.1 HBCUs 3.8 Sol. Pri. 15.4 Set. Pri. 10.1 Set, Pri. 7.2 

Comp. 31.1 Pubhc 3.7 HDCUs 41.8 Comp. 166 Public 2.4 Comp. ' 6,7 Comp. 27 Pubhc 71 

HBCUs 30 8 Comp. 0.3 Comp. 39.4 Pubhc 15.3 Comp. 1.5 HBCUs 6.6 Howard 2 3 Howard 4.2 

Howard 17.1 Sal Pri 0.0 Set, Pri. 0.8 HBCUs 14.6 Set. Pri, 1.1 Public 5.6 HBCU* 15 Comp 1.7 

Public 13 2 HBCUs 0.0 Howard 0.0 Howard 8.8 Howard 0.1 Howard 3.4 Howard 1.0 HBCUs 0.9 
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TABLE A3 



RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 



Total 

A\v- OUCH 1 11V 


Total 
Admin 




Scholarships Research 




Plant 
OPMaJnt, 
Mandatory 

cu< i ransier 


Public 
oervic© 




Sei. Pn. 12764 


Howard 


5981 


Sei. Pri. 


2904 Sel, Pri 


7305 


Howard 3092 


Howard 


1725 


Howard 9579 


Sei. Pri. 


4642 


HBCUs 


1403 Public 


2454 


Sal. Pri. 2464 


Public 


1178 


Public 6717 


Public 


2597 


Howard 


1135 Howard 


1332 


Public 1412 


Sel. Pri. 


569 


Comp 4029 


Comp. 


2264 


Comp. 


1051 Comp. 


1229 


Cornp. 1159 


HBCUs 


367 


HBCUs 3145 


HBCUs 


2024 


Public 


708 HBCUs 


301 


HBCUs 884 


Comp. 


343 




Total 
E&3 Expend 




E&Q Less 
Research 












Sel, Pn 


30648 




Sei. Pri. 


23342 










Howard 


22843 




Howard 


21511 










Public 


15067 




Public 


12G13 










Comp. 


10073 




Comp. 


8844 










HBCUs 


8123 




HBCUs 


7822 









TABLE A4 



RANKING OF HOWARD UNtVERSfTY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 
BUDGET SHARE (including research) 

V 



Total 
Academic 




Total 
Admm 




Scholarships 


Research 




Plant 
OP Maint., 
Mandatory 

ED. Transfer 




Public 
Service 




Pubitc 


446 


Howard 


262 


HBCUs 


17.3 


Sal. Pfi. 


238 


Howard 


13.5 


Howard 


7.6 


Howard 


41.9 


HBCUs 


249 


Comp, 


1D.4 


Public 


16.3 


Comp. 


11.6 


Public 


73 


Sel Pn 


416 


Comp. 


226 


Sel. Pn, 


95 


Comp. 


12.2 


HBCUs 


10.9 


HBCUs 


4.5 


Corop 


400 


Public 


17.2 


Howard 


49 


Howard 


58 


Public 


9.3 


Comp. 


3 4 


HOCUs 


38.7 


Sel Pri 


15 1 


Public 


47 


HBCUs 


37 


Sal. Pri. 


8.1 


Sel Pri. 


19 
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TABLE A5 



RANKING OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPARISON GROUPS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 
BUDGET SHARE (excluding research) 



Total 
Academk: 




Total 
Admin 




Scholarships 


Research 


Plant 
OP Mainl., 
Mandatory 
EO, Transfer 




Public 
Service 




Sel. Prt. 


547 


Howard 


27.8 


HBCUs 


17.9 




Howard 


14,4 


Public 


93 


Public 


533 


HBCUs 


259 


Sol. Pfi. 


12.4 




Comp. 


131 


Howard 


80 


Comp 


45 6 


Comp. 


25.6 


Comp. 


11.9 


N/A 


HBCUtt 


11.3 


HBCUt 


4 7 


Howard 


44 b 


Public 


20.6 


Public 


56 




Public 


112 


Comp 


39 


HBCUs 


40 2 


Sei Pn. 


19.9 


Howard 


5.3 




Sel. Pri. 


10.5 


Set. Pn 


24 



4f» 



ERIC 
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TABLE A6 . 1 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER PTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985*86 
BUDGET SHARE 





HOWARD 


CASE WESTERN 


CHICAGO 


DUKE 


EhORY 


CEORCETOV 


TUITION fi FEES 




36.0 


30.4 


35.1 


30.8 


62. 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


65.3 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Q.< 


STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0.0 


4.6 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


QA 


FEDERAL GRANTS fc CONTRACTS 


8,9 


33.3 


28.8 


3?. 5 


21.3 


18.' 


STATE, LQC GRANTS % CONTRACTS 


0.1 


1.3 


0.5 


1.5 


1.1 


O.f 


PRIVATE GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 


3.4 


14,2 


14,5 


19.6 


16.6 


14. » 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 


1.0 


10.6 


12.4 


5.5 


20.6 




SALES k SERVICES 


4.2 


0.0 


13.3 


0.8 


9.6 


i.. 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 




JOHNS HOPKINS 


ROCHESTER 


STANFORD 


TULANE 


VANDERBILT 


YAI 


TUITION k FEES 


20.8 


31.0 


22.1 


56.1 


34.3 


25. 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0.2 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


O.t 


STATE fc LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


1.5 


2,1 


0.0 


0.4 


0.0 


0.* 


FEDERAL GRANTS fc CONTRACTS 


43.3 


35.5 


50.3 


30.2 


23.4 


31. 


STATE , IOC GRANTS fir CONTRACTS 


1.4 


2.8 


0.0 


0.8 


1.1 


l.i 


PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


26.5 


9.8 


14.6 


6.8 


9.6 


13.2 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 


6.3 


11.1 


8.6 


5.6 


U.6 


11. ' 


SALES fc SERVICES 


0.0 


7.6 


4.5 


0.0 


19,8 


16, 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 
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TABLE A6.2; £985-86 REVENUES Of HOWARD UNIVERS1H AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS , RaKRID 



DOLLARS PER FTE 





TUITION 




FEDERAL 




> TA A & « 




b FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 




Ar r Rur R iAT I U» , « a 


CHICAGO 


SI 1 , 191 


HOWARD 


$15,230 


CASE WESTERN 


SI ,097 


GEORGETOWN 


11,095 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


107 


JOHNS HOPKINS 




JOHNS HOPKINS 


9 ,690 




o 


ROCHESTER 


636 


STANFORD 


9,885 


ROCHESTER 


0 


TULANE 


65 


TALE 


9,496 


YALE 


0 


YALE 


o 

V 


ROCHESTER 


9,288 


VANDERBILT 


0 


VANDERBILT 


A 

U 


TULANE 




TULANE 


0 


STANFORD 


0 


CASE WESTERN 


8.332 


CHICAGO 


0 


CHICAGO 


0 


EHORY 


8,* 70 




o 


HOWARD 


0 


VANDERBILT 


* 8,526 


DUKE 


o 


DUKE 
www. 


0 


DUKE 


5,499 


GEORGi, ivUN 


o 


CFORCETOWN 


0 


HOWARD 


3 ,999 


EnORT 


o 


Ef©RY 


0 


BUDGET SHARE 














TUITION 




©rnPTi at 




STATE I LOCAL 




& FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 




aP Pit DM 1 ATI ONS 


GEORGETOWN 




HOWARD 


£ C t 

65.3 




A. 6 


TULANE 


56. 1 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


0*2 




2. 1 


CASE WESTERN 


36.0 


STANFORD 


0.0 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


1.5 


DUXE 


35,1 


ROCHESTER 


0,0 


TULANE 


0.4 


VANDERBILT 


34.5 


YALE 


0.0 


YALE 


0.0 


ROCHESTER 


31,0 


VANDERBILT 


0.0 


VANDERBILT 


0,0 


EMORY 


30.8 


TULANE 


0.0 


STANFORD 


0,0 


CHICAGO 


30.4 


CHICAGO 


0.0 


CHICAGO 


0.0 


YALE 


25.5 


CASE WESTERN 


0.0 


HOWARD 


0.0 


STANFORD 


22. 1 


DUKE 


0.0 


DUKE 


0.0 


johns ;:opkins 


20.8 


GEORGETOWN 


0.0 


GEORGETOWN 


0.0 


HOWARD 


17.1 


EMORY 


0.0 


EMORY 


0.0 
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TABLE A6.:-. ;985-86 REVENUES OF HOW ARC UNIVERSITY A^D SELECT!? PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WTS HOSPITALS, *ANX£t> 



DOLLARS PER ?TE 





r EDLRAL 




STATE, LOCAL 




PRIVATE 




GRAFTS • wUN i fvAL * 5> 




GRANTS k CONTRACTS 




GRANTS i CONTRACTS 


STAFFORD 






S823 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


5.2.631 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


20,616 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


672 


STANI0RD 


6,51? 


Vit c 

i ALL 


ft i (PIT 


Yale 


652 


CHICAGO 


5.340 


ROCHESTER 


10,635 


EMORY 


311 


YALE 


4,940 


CHICAGO 






296 


EMORY 


4,572 


CASE WESTERN 


7 ,881 


VANDERSILT 






3 171 


DUK£ 


5,881 


DUKE 


236 


DUKE 


3,076 


EMORY 


5,862 


CHICAGO 


198 


ROCHESTER 


2.936 


VANDERJILT 




Ttrr ant 


126 


GEORGETOWN 


2,502 


TULANE 


* • 6Z / 




103 


VANDERBILT 


2.327 


GEORGETOWN 




tSUVAKL) 


23 


TULANE 


1,048 


HOWARD 






0 


HOWARD 


798 


BUDCET SHARE 














f ~ V C IVA-L. 




STATE • LOCAL 




PRIVATE 




vRAJ* T5 i vUri i ivAw la 




GRANTS . CONTRACTS 




GRANTS. CONTRACTS 


STAN FORD 


50 3 


ROCHESTER 


2.8 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


26.5 


JOHNS HOPR-.N5 


** j » j 




i.8 


DUKE 


19.6 


DUK£ 


37,5 


DUKE 


1.5 


EMORY 


16.6 


ROCHESTER 


35.5 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


1.4 


STANFORD 


14.6 


CASE WESTERN 


33.3 


CASE WESTERN 


1.3 


CHICAGO 


14.5 


YALE 


31.8 


EMORY 




CASE WESTERN 


14,2 


TULANE 


30.2 


VANDERSILT 


1.1 


GEORGETOWN 


14.0 


CHICAGO 


28. 8 


TULANE 


0.8 


YALE 


13.3 


V ANDERS I LT 


23.4 


GEORGETOWN 


0.6 


ROCHESTER 


9.8 


EMORY 


21.3 


CHICAGO 


0,5 


VANDERBILT 


9.6 


GEORGETOWN 


18.2 


HOWARD 


o. : 


TULANE 


6.8 


HOWARD 


8.9 


STANFORD 


CO 


HOWARD 


3.4 
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TABLE A6.2; 1983-66 REVENUES 0? HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS » RANKED 



DOLLARS per fte 









SALES t 




CENERAL EDUCAT'ON 








SERVICES 




REVENUE 


EJfORY 




YALE 


$6,008 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


$47 ,648 


CHICAGO 


4,565 


CHICAGO 


4,888 


STANFORD 


44,763 


TALE 


^ ,291 


VANDERBILT 


4 , 780 


YALE 


37 , 206 


STANTORD 


3,849 


EMORY 


2,630 


CHICAGO 


36,787 


ROCHESTER 


3,335 


ROCHESTER 


2,264 


ROCHESTER 


29,916 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


3,018 


STANFORD 


2 ,01 1 


EMORY 


27 698 


VANDERBILT 


2,797 


HOWARD 


983 


V ANDERS I LT 


24,131 


CASE WESTERN 


2,499 


GEORGETOWN 


234 


CASE WESTERN 


23,675 




DO* 




133 


HOWARD 


£W , 






case UT^Traw 


0 


GEORGETOWN 


17 1111 




638 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


0 


DUKE 


AW, OOU 






TIM iMV 
A ulwVTi& 


A 
w 


TlfT IMF 


1 W , J x * 


BUDGET SHARE 


















SALES k 








INCOME 




SHtVICES 






EMORY 


20.6 


V ANDERS I LT 


i9 .a 






CHICAGO 






I o . i 






VANDERBILT 


11.6 


CHICAGO 


13.3 






YALE 


n.5 


EHORY 


9.6 






ROCHESTER 


U.I 


ROCHESTER 


7.6 






CASE WESTERN 


10.6 


STANTORD 


4.5 






STANFORD 


5.6 


HOWARD 


4.2 






JOHNS HOPKINS 


6.3 


GEORGETOWN 


1.3 






TULANE 


5.6 


DUKE 


0.8 






DUKE 


5.5 


CASE WESTERN 


0.0 






GEORGETOWN 


3.6 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


Q.O 






HOWARD 


1.0 


TULANE 


D.O 







! 

J 

i 



ERIC 



T\BL£ AM 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS 

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER PTE 

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 

BUDGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH! 





HOWARD 


CASE WESTERN 


CHICAGO 


DUKE 


EMORY 


GEORGETOWN 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


41.9 


3S.3 


53.4 


41.6 


37.1 


45.3 


- INSTRUCTION 


30. 5 


35.2 


49.5 


36.9 


34.1 


40.9 


- LIBRARIES 


3.4 


3.1 


3.9 


4.7 


2.9 


4.4 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


26.2 


20.3 


U.3 


10.8 


17.1 


24.0 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5.4 


2.7 


2.0 


?.3 


5.4 


6.9 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


16.3 


7.7 


8.4 


4.4 


7.3 


9.1 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.5 


10.0 


0.9 


3.2 


4.3 


8.0 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.0 


9.1 


8.3 


U.O 


U.5 


7.9 


RESEARCH 


5.8 


22.4 


18.8 


22.0 


26-4 


15.1 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


7.6 


0.0 


0.0 


5*7 


0.6 


0.0 


PLANT OP/MaINT/MAND ED TRAN 


13.5 


9.8 


8.3 


8.9 


7.3 


7.7 


TOTAL UQ EXPENDITURES 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100-0 


100.0 


100.0 




Juries nUrNiliS 






TULANt 


VWtyLHBXLT 


YALE 


ACADEMIC TOTAL 


51.7 


35.3 


29.4 


46.1 


30.8 


43.1 


- INSTRUCTION 


49.5 


32.3 


24. 7 


41.7 


26.3 


38.8 


- LIBRARIES 


2.3 


3.0 


6.7 


4.4 


4.5 


4,2 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


11.1 


15.4 


15.9 


16.3 


14.6 


16.6 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


1.8 


4.7 


3.0 


4.8 


2.9 


3.7 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


3.2 


7.5 


8.6 


11.5 


6,3 


7,9 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


i .2 


3.2 


i.3 


0.0 


5.6 


4.9 


SCHOLARSHIP 


7.3 


11.7 


8.4 


13.3 


8.7 


11.1 


RESEARCH 


22.8 


29.0 


38.3 


11.6 


21.2 


19.7 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


0.0 


0.0 


0.9 


3.0 


18.4 


0.0 


PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TRaN 


6.9 


S.6 


7.1 


9.7 


6.1 


9.6 


TOTAL ZkQ EXPENDITURES 


100.0 


100 0 


,00.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



TABU A7.? 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS 

EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH ) 





HOWARD 


CASE WESTERN 


CHICAGO 


DUKE 


EMORY 


GEORGETOWN 


ACADEMIC «■ TOTAL 


44.5 


49.4 


65.7 


53.3 


50.3 


53.4 


- INSTRUCTION 


40.9 


45.3 


60.9 


47.3 


46.4 


48. 2 


- LIBRARIES 


3.6 


4.1 


4.8 


6.0 


4.0 


5.2 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


27.8 


26.2 


13.9 


13.9 


23.2 


28.3 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5.8 


3.4 


2.5 


4.2 


7.4 


8.1 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


17.3 


9.9 


10.4 


5.6 


9.9 


10.8 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.S 


12,8 


1.1 


4.1 


5.9 


9.4 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.3 


11.7 


10.2 


14.1 


15.6 


9.3 


RESEARCH 


0.0 


0.0 


O.O 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


8.0 


0.0 


o.o 


7.3 


0.8 


0.0 


PLANT GP/MAINT/MAUD £D TJUUi 


U.4 


12.7 


10.2 


U.4 


ioa 


9.1 


TOTAL EfcC EXP LESS RESEARCH 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100,0 


100.0 





JOHNS HOPKINS 


ROCHESTER 


STANFORD 


TULANE 


VANDERBILT 


YAi 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


67.1 


49.7 


47.7 


52.2 


39.1 


53. t 


- INSTRUCTION 


64.1 


45.4 


40.0 


47.2 


33.4 


48.' 


- LIBRARIES 


3.0 


4.3 


7.7 


5.0 


5.7 


5. 


ADMINISTRATIVE * TOTAL 


14.4 


21.7 


25.8 


18.4 


18.8 


20. t 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


2.3 


6.7 


4.8 


5.4 


3.7 


4 . ; 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


10.6 


10.5 


13.9 


13.0 


7.9 


9.8 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


i .5 


4.5 


7.0 


0.0 


7.1 


6.7 


SCHOLARSHIP 


9.5 


16.5 


13.6 


15.1 


11. G 


13. J 


RESEARCH 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.' 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


0.0 


0.0 


1.5 


3.4 


23.4 


0. 


PLANT OP/ FAINT /MAND ID TRA-N 


9.0 


.2.1 


i i .4 


10.9 


7 . 7 


u .* 


TOTAL EiG EXP LESS RESEARCH 


100. C 


100. o 


■ t\f\ /> 
t v ^ • v 


100.0 


100.0 


IOO.i 



TABLE A7.3: 1985-8* EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED 



DGLURS PER FTE 

TOTAL 





ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


$30,274 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


$28,938 


STANFORD 


$2,159 


CHICAGO 


18,981 


CHICAGO 


17,593 


YALE 


1 , 701 


YALE 


17,286 


YALE 


15,585 


CHICAGO 


1,388 


STANFORD 


13,408 


STANFORD 


11,249 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


1,335 


ROCHESTER 


10,887 


ROCHESTER 


9,947 


VANDERBILT 


1,002 


CASE WESTERN 


9,623 


EMORY 


8,852 


ROCHESTER 


939 


EMORY 


9,610 


CASE WESTERN 


8,834 


DUKE 


885 


HOWARD 


9,579 


HOWARD 


8,798 


GEORGETOWN 


817 


GEORGETOWN 


8,427 


GEORGETOWN 


7,610 


CASE WESTERN 


789 


OUW 


7,859 


DURE 


6,974 


HOWARD 


781 


TULANE 


7,135 


TULANE 


6,456 


EHORY 


758 


VANDERBILT 


6,919 


VANDERBILT 


5,917 


TULANE 


680 



BUDGET SHARE — RESEARCH INCLUDED 

TOTAL 

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES 



CHICAGO 


53.4 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


51.7 


TULANE 


46.1 


GEORGETOWN 


45.3 


YALE 


43.1 


HOWARD 


41.9 


DURE 


41.6 


CASE WESTERN 


38.3 


EMORY 


37.1 


ROCHESTER 


35.3 


VANDERBILT 


30.8 


STANFORD 


29.4 



CHICAGO 49.5 

JOHNS HOPKINS *9.5 

TULANE 41.7 

GEORGETOWN 40.9 

YALE 38.8 

HOWARD 38.5 

DURE 36.9 

CASE WESTERN 35.2 

EMORY 34.1 

ROCHESTER 32.3 

VANDERBILT 26.3 

STANFORD 24.7 



STANFORD * • ? 
DUKE 

VANDERBILT 4.5 

TULANE 

GEORGETOWN 

YALE 4-2 

CHICAGO 3.9 

HOWARD 3*4 

CASE WESTERN 3.1 

ROCHESTER 3.0 

EMORY 2.9 

JOHNS HOPKINS 2.3 



BUDGET SHARE RESEARCH EXCLUDED 



TOTAL 





ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


67.1 


JOHNS HOPKINS 




STANFORD 


7.7 


U OF CHICAGO 


63.7 


U OF CHICAGO 


60.9 


DURE 


6.0 


YALE 


53,6 


YALE 


48. 4 


VANDERBILT 


5.; 


GEORGETOWN 


53.4 


GEORGETOWN 


48.2 


Yale 


5.3 


DURE 


53.3 


DURE 


47.3 


GEORGETOWN 


5.2 


TULANE 


52.2 


TULANE 


47,2 


TULANE 


5.0 


EMORY 


50.3 


EMORY 


46.4 


U OF CHICAGO 


4,8 


U 0? ROCHESTER 


49.7 


U OF ROCHESTER 




U OF ROCHESTER 


4.3 


CASE WEST. RES. 


49.4 


CASE WEST. RES. 


45.3 


CASE WEST. RES. 


4.1 


STANFORD 


47,7 


HOWARD 


40,9 


EMORY 


4.0 


HOWARD 


44.5 


STANFORD 


40.0 


HOWARD 


3.6 


VANDERBILT 


39. i 


VANDERBILT 


33.4 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


3.0 



TABLE A7.J: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED 



DOLLARS PER PTE 

TOTAL STUDENT INSTITUTIONAL A CAD EM 

ADH1NISTRAT1VE SERVICES SUPPORT SU?POI 



STANFORD 


$7,248 


YALE 


6,645 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


6,510 


HOWARD 


5,981 


CASE WESTERN 


5,107 


ROCHESTER 




GEORGETOWN 


A, 468 


EMORY 


4,422 


CHICAGO 


4,020 


VANDERBILT 


3,322 


TULANE 


2,516 


DUKE 


2,051 



TALE Si. 500 

ROCHESTER U^i 
EMORY 

STANFORD 1.362 

GEORGETOWN 1,283 

HOWARD 1.237 

JOHNS HOPRINS 1,038 

TULANE 744 

CHICAGO 716 

CASE WESTERN 670 

VANDERBILT 659 

DUKE 617 



JOHNS HOPKINS 


$4,778 


STANFORD 


3,916 


HOWARD 


3,715 


tale 


3,159 


CHICAGO 


2,999 


ROCHESTER 


2,308 


CASE WESTERN 


1,938 


EMORY 


1,887 


TULANE 


1,772 


GEORGETOWN 


1,700 


VANDERBILT 


1,407 


DURE 


832 



CASE WESTERN $2,4' 

YALE 1.9. 

STANFORD 1.9* 

GEORGETOWN 1,4* 

VANDERBILT 1,2: 

EMORY Itl 

HOWARD 1*0 

ROCHESTER 9. 

JOHNS HOPKINS 6« 

DURE 6 

CHICAGO 3 
TULANE 



BUDGET SHARE - RESEARCH INCLUDED 





TOTAL 




STUDENT 




INSTITUTIONAL 








ADMINISTRATIVE 




SERVICES 




SUPPORT 




>Urrw 


HOWARD 


26.2 


GEORGETOWN 


6.9 


HOWARD 


16.3 


CASE WESTERN 


i ft 

* v 


GEORGETOWN 


24.0 


EMORY 


5.4 


TULANE 


11*5 


GEORGETOWN 


a 

o 


CASE WESTERN 


20.3 


HOWARD 


5.4 


GEORGETOWN 


9.1 


VANDERBILT 


$ 


EMORY 


17.1 


TULANE 


4.8 


STANFORD 


8.6 


YALE 


4 


YALE 


16.6 


ROCHESTER 


4.7 


CHICAGO 


8.4 


HOWARD 


4 


TULANE 


16.3 


YALE 


3.7 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


8.2 


EMORY 


4 


STANFORD 


15.9 


DUKE 


3.3 


YALE 


7.9 


STANFORD 


4 


ROCHESTER 


15.4 


STANFORD 


3-0 


CASE WESTERN 


7.7 


DUKE 


3 


VANDERBILT 


14.8 


VANDERBILT 


2.9 


ROCHESTER 


7.5 


ROCHESTER 


3< 


CHICAGO 




CASE WESTERN 


2.7 


EMORY 


7.3 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


1 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


i:.: 


CHICAGO 


2,0 


VANDERBILT 


6.3 


CHICAGO 


0 


DUKE 


10.3 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


1.8 


DUKE 


4.4 


TULANE 


0 


BUDGET SHARE - 


- RESEARCH EXCLUDED 














TOTAL 




STUDENT 




INSTITUTIONAL 




ACAD EM 




ADMINISTRATIVE 




SERVICES 




SUPPORT 




SUPPO 


GEORGETOWN 


28.3 


GEORGETOWN 


8.1 


HOWARD 


17.3 


CASE WEST. RES. 


12 


HOWARD 


2?. 8 


EMORY 


7.4 


STANFORD 


13.9 


GEORGETOWN 


9 


CASE WEST. RES 


26.2 


U OF ROCHESTER 


6.7 


TULANE 


13.0 


VANDERBILT 




STANFORD 


25.8 


HOWARD 


5.8 


GEORGETOWN 


10.8 


STANFORD 




EMORY 


23.^ 


TULANE 


5.4 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


10.6 


YALE 


f 


U OF ROCHESTER 


2: .7 


STANFORD 


4.8 


U OF ROCHESTER 


10.5 


EMORY 


• 


YALE 


20.6 


YALE 


4.7 


U OF CHICAGO 


10.4 


HOWARD 




VANDERBILT 


18.8 


DUKE 


4.2 


CASE WEST. ?.I5. 


9.9 


U OF ROCHESTER 




TULANE 


:s.4 


VANDERBILT 


3.7 


EMORY 


9.9 


DUKE 




JOHNS HOPKINS 


14.4 


CASE WEST. RES . 


3.4 


YALE 


9.8 


JOHNS HOPKINS 




U OF CHICAGO 


13.9 


U OF CHICAGO 


2.5 


VANDER3ILT 


7.9 


U OF CHICAGO 




DUKE 


: ■) 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


2.3 


DUKE 


5.6 


TULANE 





ERLC 



TABLE A7.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE IMST1TUTIOHS W1TB HOSPITALS , RANKED 
DOLLARS PER PTE 





SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 


* 


PUBLIC 
SERVICE 




PLANT OP, MAI? 
MAND ED TRA> 


YALE 


$4,459 


STANFORD 


$1 7,456 


VANDERBILT 


$4,142 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


$4, Of 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


4,298 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


13,359 


HOWARD 


1,725 


YALE 


3,8. 


STANFORD 


3,827 


ROCHESTER 


8,942 


DUKE 


1,070 


STANFORD 


3,2. 


ROCHESTER 


3,607 


TALE 


7,919 


TULANE 


Aft 

467 


HOWARD 


1 fSQ 


EMORY 


2,971 


EMORY 


6.843 


STANFORD 


426 


CHICAGO 


2,9: 




2,945 


CHICAGO 


6,674 


EMORY 


151 


ROCHESTER 


2,6. 


CASE WESTERN 


2,277 


CASE WESTERN 


5,630 


YALE 


0 


CASK WESTERN 


2,47 


DUKE 


2,081 


VANDERBILT 


4,752 


ROCHESTER 


0 


EMORY 


1,92 


TULANE 


2,063 


DUKE 


4,162 


CHICAGO 


0 


DUKE 


1,66 


VANDERBILT 


1,955 


GEORGETOWN 


2,799 


CASS WESTERN 


0 


TULANE 


1>* C 


GEORGETOWN 


1,462 


TULANE 


1,794 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


0 


GEORGETOWN 




HOWARD 


1,135 


HOWARD 


1,332 


GEORGETOWN 


0 


VANDERBXLT 


1,3* 


BUDGET SHARE - 


RESEARCH INCLUDED 






















PUBLIC 




PLANT OP,MAI> 




SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 




SERVICE 




HAND ED TRAi 



TULANE 


13.3 


STANFORD 


38.3 


VANDERBILT 


U.4 


HOWARD 


13. 


ROCHESTER 


11.7 


ROCHESTER 


29.0 


HOWARD 


7,6 


CASE WESTERN 


9 


EMORY 


11.5 


EMORY 


26.4 


DUKE 


5.7 


TULANE 


9 


YALE 


11.1 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


22,8 


TULANE 


3.0 


YALE 


9 


DUKE 


iUO 


CASE WESTERN 


22.4 


STANFORD 


0.9 


DUKE 


6 


CASE WESTERN 


9,1 


DUKE 


22.0 


EMORY 


0.6 


ROCHESTER 


6 


VANDERBILT 


8.7 


VANDERBILT 


21.2 


YALE 


0.0 


CHICAGO 


8 


STANFORD 


8*4 


YALE 


19.7 


ROCHESTER 


0.0 


GEORGETOWN 


7 


CHICAGO 


8.3 


CHICAGO 


18.8 


CHICAGO 


0,0 


EMORY 


1 . 


GEORGETOWN 


7,9 


GEORGETOWN 


15.1 


CASE WESTERN 


0.0 


STANFORD 


7 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


7.3 


TULANE 


11.6 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


0.0 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


6 


HOWARD 


5.0 


HOWARD 


5.8 


GEORGETOWN 


0.0 


VANDERBILT 


6 


BUDGET SHARE 


RESEARCH EXCLUDED 






















PUBLIC 




PLANT OP, MAI 




SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 




SERVICE 




MAND ED VkK 


U OP ROCHESTER 


16,5 


HOWARD 


N/A 


VANDERBILT 


23.4 


HOWARD 


14 


EMORY 


15.6 


CASE WEST. RES. 


N/A 


HOWARD 


8,0 


CASE WEST. RES 


12 


TULANE 


15.1 


U OF CHICAGO 


N/A 


DUKE 


7.3 


U OF ROCHESTER 


12 


DUKE 


14. i 


DUKE 


N/A 


TULANE 


3.4 




li 


YALE 


13.8 


EMORY 


N/A 


STANFORD 


1.5 


STANFORD 


li 


STANFORD 


13.6 


GEORGETOWN 


N/A 


EMORY 


0,8 


DUKE 


i * 


CASE VEST, RES . 


11.7 


JOHNS HOPK'^S 


N/A 


YALi 


0.0 


TULANE 




VANDERBILT 


li .0 


J OF ROCHESTER 


N/A 


'J OF ROCHESTI? 


0.0 


U OF CHICAGO 


iO 


U OF CHICAGO 


10.2 


STANFORD 


N/A 


U OF CHICAGO 


0.0 


EMORY 


10 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


9.5 


TULANE 


N/A 


CASE WEST. RES. 


0.0 


GEORGETOWN 


9 


GEORGETOWN 


9.3 


VANDERBILT 


N/A 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


0,0 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


9 


HOWARD 


5.3 


YALE 


N/A 


GEORGETOWN 


0.0 


VANDERBILT 


7 



55) 



TABLE A ? , 3 : ; 985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS f RAJflCED 



DOLLARS PER FTE 





TOTAL EiG 




TOTAL E % G EXP 
LESS RESEARCH 


JOHHS HOPltlMS 


$58 ,502 


JOHNS HOPKINS 


$45,1*3 




45,615 


YALE 


32,228 


XAlX 


** V , i *• / 


In ItAuU 


28 , 884 


CHICAGO 


35,559 


STANFORD 


28,129 


ROCHESTER 


30,836 


ROCHESTER 


21,893 


EHORY 


25,930 


HOWARD 


21, 5U 


CASE WESTERN 


25,110 


CASE WESTERN 


19,480 


HOWARD 


22,843 


EMORY 


19,087 


VANDERB1LT 


22,457 


VANDERBILT 


I7 t 705 


DUKE 


18,910 


GEORGETOWN 


15,791 


GEORGETOWN 


18,590 


DUKE 


14,748 


TULANE 


15,470 


TULANE 


13,675 



9 

ERIC 



60 



TABLE A3. I 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER PTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE 





HOWARD 


TUS&ICEE 


XAVIER 


BETtftJNE 
COOKKAN 


MOREHOUSE 


PLOR 
MEMOF 


TUITION fc FEES 


17. i 


39.3 


56.7 


50.5 


65.4 


7< 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


65.3 


0.0 


2,7 


0.0 


0.0 


0 


STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0.0 


4.9 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


C 


FEDERAL GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


8.9 


35.5 


22.9 


17.6 


15.6 


i 


STATE » LOC GRANTS CONTRACTS 


0.1 


2.5 


1.6 


14.0 


0.0 


0 


PRIVATE GRANTS U CONTRACTS 


3.4 


104 


14.6 


16.5 


12.6 


23 


ENDOWMENT 1NCOHE 


1.0 


5.9 


1.5 


1.4 


6.5 


0 


SALES fc SERVICES 


4.2 


1.8 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100*0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


IOC 



i 



HAMPTON SPELLS 



TUITION i PEES 54. u 57.2 

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0.0 

STATE LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0,0 

FEDERAL GRANTS fc CONTRACTS 21.6 13.0 

STATE, LOC C RANTS k CONTRACTS 0.0 1.5 

PRIVATE GRANTS fc CONTRACTS 6.? 16.6 

ENDOWMENT INCOME 14.3 11.8 

SALES t SERVICES 3.0 0.0 

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100. 0 




TABLE AS. 2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE BBCUS, RANKED 



DOLLARS PER fte 





TUITION 




FEDERAL 


STATE 




LOCAL 




fi. FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 


APPROPRIATIONS 


XAVIER 


$4,609 


HOWARD 


$15,230 


TUSKECEE 




$502 


SPELMAN 


6,073 


XAVIER 


220 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 




0 


TUSKECEE 


6,046 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0 


HAMPTON 




0 


HOWARD 


3,999 


HAMPTON 


0 


SPELMAN 




0 


HAMPTON 


3,988 


SPELMAN 


0 


MOREHOUSE 




0 


MOREHOUSE 


3,903 


TUSKEGEE 


0 


HOWARD 




0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


3,811 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


0 


XAVIER 




0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


3,595 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 




0 


BUDGET SHARE 
















TUITION 




FEDERAL 


STATE 




LOCAL 




& FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 


APPROPRIATIONS 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


70. 1 


HOWARD 


65.3 


TUS&EGEE 




6.9 


MOREHOUSE 


65.4 


XAVIER 


2.7 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 




O.Q 


SPELMAN 


57.2 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0.0 


HAMPTON 




0.0 


XAVIER 


56,7 


HAMPTON 


0.0 


SPELMAN 




0.0 


HAMPTON 


56.6 


SPELMAN 


0.0 


MOREHOUSE 




0.0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


50,5 


TUSKEGEE 


0.0 


HOWARD 




0.0 


TUSKEGEE 


39.3 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


0.0 


XAVIER 




0.0 


HOWARD 


17.1 


MOREHOUSE 


0.0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 




O.O 



i 

i 

i 



I 

i 



i 
1 



! 
i 



H2 

ERIC 



TABLE A8,2: i985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE BBCUS, RAtfKED 



DOLLARS PER PTE 

FEDERAL STATE 4 LOCAL PRIVATE 

GRANTS it CONTRACTS CRANTS 4 CONTRACTS C RANTS 4 CONTRACTS 



TUSKEGEE 




S3 ,655 


OtTnUNfc. LUOsnAf) 


S 1 ,060 


SPELMAN 


Si , 24<> 


HOWARD 




2,066 


TUSKZGEE 


262 


HOWARD 


is* 


XAVIER 




1,862 


XAVXER 


128 


HAMPTON 


1,182 


HAMPTON 




1 ,562 


SPELMAN 


104 


XAV1ER 


1,181 


BETHUNE COOK/.**: 




1 ,327 


HOWARD 


23 




1 04 1 


MOREHOUSE 






Hampton 


0 


MOREHOUSE 


798 


SPELMAN 




926 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


750 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 




309 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0 


TTi5RTDA MEMORIAL 


488 


BUDCET SHARE 


















FEDERAL 




STATE 4 LOCAL 




PRIVATE 


GRANTS Si 


CONTRACTS 


GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 


GRANTS & 


CONTRACTS 


TUSKECEE 




35.5 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


14.0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


23.1 


XAVXER 




22.9 


TUSKEG2E 


2.5 


SPELMAN 


16,6 


HAMPTON 




21.6 


XAVXER 


1.6 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


16.5 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 




17.6 


SPELMAN 


1.5 


XAVXER 


14.6 


MOREHOUSE 




15.6 


HOWARD 


0.1 


MOREHOUSE 


12,6 


SPELMAN 




13.0 


HAMPTON 


0.0 


TUSKECEE 


10.1 


HOWARD 




8.9 


MOREHOUSE 


0,0 


HAMPTON 


6.7 


FLORIDA ViEMORlAL 




6.0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0.0 


HOWARD 


3.4 



i 



< 



TABU A8.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS . RANKED 



DOLLARS PER PTE 

CEMERAL EDUCATION 



ENDOWMENT 


INCOME 




SALES .SERVICES 




REVENUE 


HAMPTON 


51,050 


XAVIER 


$983 


HOWARD 


523,325 


SPELMAN 


838 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


219 


TUSKECEE 


10 f 302 


TUSRECEE 


611 


TUSRECEE 


186 


XAVlER 


8,126 


MOREHOUSE 


388 


Hampton 


0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


7,5*6 


HOWARD 


225 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


0 


HAMPTON 


7,32, 


XAVXER 


122 


SPELMAN 


0 


SPELMAN 


7,122 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


105 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


MOREHOUSE 


5,971 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


41 


HOWARD 


0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


5.127 



BUDGET SHARE 



ENDOWMENT INCOME SALES , SERVICES 



HAMPTON 


14,3 


HOWARD 


*.2 


SPELMAN 


11,8 


HAMPTON 


3.0 


MOREHOUSE 


6.5 


TUSKECEE 


1 ,8 


TUSKECEE 


5.9 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0.0 


XAV1ER 


1.5 


SPELMAN 


0.0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


L* 


XAVIER 


0.0 


HOWARD 


1.0 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


0.0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0.8 


MOREHOUSE 


0.0 



I 



i 



i 



ERIC 



7 (OLE A9.1 

HOWARD DIVERSITY AND PRIVATE KBCUS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER PTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1965-86 
BUDGET SHARE C INCLUDING RESEARCH) 

BETHUNE FLORIDA 





HOWARD 


TUSJLEGEE 


XAVIER 


COOKMAN 


MOREHOUSE 


KEMORIAL 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


M.9 


33.6 


35-0 


27.5 


30,6 


23.4 


- INSTRUCTION 


38*5 


31.8 


32.8 


25.3 


28.5 


23 , 4 


- LIBRARIES 


3.4 


1.7 


2.2 


2.2 


2.2 


0.0 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


26.2 


20.8 


29.9 


25.6 


33.4 


33.1 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5,4 


5.0 


9.2 


8.8 


8.2 


9.5 


• INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


16.3 


11.1 


17.3 


15.4 


24.6 


21.4 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.5 


4.7 


3.5 


1.4 


0,6 


2.1 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.0 


13.8 


20.3 


33.9 


19.5 


32.7 


REASEARCH 


5-8 


10.6 


4.1 


2.7 


3.6 


0.0 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


7.6 


9.4 


0.5 


0.0 


0.0 


4.4 


PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED-TRAN 


13.5 


11.8 


10.2 


10.3 


12,8 


6.4 


TOTAL EtC EXPENDITURES 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 



HAMPTON SPELMAN 



ACADEMIC - TOTAL 34 .6 33.1 

~ INSTRUCTION 31.2 31.5 

- LIBRARIES 3.4 1-6 
ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 24.2 36,7 

- STUDENT SERVICES 7.9 10.7 

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 13.9 22.9 

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 2.4 3.1 
SCHOLARSHIP 1 1.5 * 7 -2 
REASEARCH 8.8 3.3 
PUBLIC SERVICE 3.7 1.2 
PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED T^- 17.2 8.6 

TOTAL EkC EXPENDITURES 100.0 iOO.O 



f>5 



TABLE A9.2 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE KBCUS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER m 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH) 



BETHUNE 



FLORIDA 





HOWARD 


TUSKSCEE 


XAV1ER 


COOKMAN 


MOREHOUSE 


MEMORIAL 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


44,5 


37,5 


36.5 


28. 3 


31.8 


23.4 


- INSTRUCTION 


40.9 




34*2 


26.0 


29.6 


23.4 


- LIBRARIES 


3,6 


I .9 


2.3 


2*2 


2.2 


0.0 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


27.8 


22.3 


31.2 


26.3 


34,7 


33.1 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5.8 


5.5 


9.6 


9.0 


8.5 


9.5 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


17.3 


12.4 


18.0 


15.9 


25.6 


21.4 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.8 


5.3 


3.6 


1 ,4 


0.6 


2.1 


SCHOURSBI? 


5,3 


15.5 


21.1 


34.8 


20.2 


32.7 


RESEARCH 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


8.0 


10.3 


0.5 


0.0 


0.0 


4. I* 


PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND £& TRAN 


14,4 


13.2 


10.7 


10.6 


13.3 


6.4 


TOTAL E*C EXP LESS RESEARCH 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100, 0 


100.0 


100.0 



HAMPTON 



SPELMAN 



ACADEMIC - TOTAL 
~ INSTRUCTION 

- LIBRARIES 
ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 

• STUDENT SERVICES 

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 
SCHOLARSHIP 
RESEARCH 

PUBLIC SERVICE 

PUAtfT OP /MA I NT/ HAND ED TRAS 



37.9 
34.2 

3.7 
26.5 

8.6 
15.2 

2.7 
12.6 

0.0 

4.0 
18.9 



3* 2 
32.6 
1.6 
38.0 

11.0 
23.7 
3.2 
17. S 
0.0 
1.2 
8,9 



TOTAL UQ EXP LESS RESEARCH 



100.0 



100.0 



ERLC 



fit 



TABLE A9.3* 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS . RANKED 



dollars per fte 

TOTAL 





ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


HOWARD 


$9,579 


HOWARD 


$8. 798 


HOWARD 


$781 


TUSKECEE 


3,89? 


7USXECEE 


3,697 


HAMPTON 


268 


XAVIER 


3,245 


XAVIER 


3,039 


XAVIER 


206 


HAMPTON 




SPELMAN 




BETHUNE COOKMAN 


200 


SPELMAN 


2,667 


HAMPTON 


2,477 


TUSKEGEE 


200 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


2,535 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


2,335 


MOREHOUSE 


13* 


MOREHOUSE 


1,898 


MOREHOUSE 


1,764 


SPELMAN 


128 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


1,565 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


1,365 


i LOR I DA MEMORIAL 


0 



BUDGET SHARE- -RESEARCH INCLUDED 

TOTAL 

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES 



HOWARD 41-9 

XAVIER 35.0 

HAMPTON 34.6 

TVSWCEE 33.6 

SFELMAN 33,1 

MOREHOUSE 30.6 

BETHUNE COOKMAN 27.5 

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 23.4 



HOWARD 38.5 

XAVIER 32.8 

TUSKEGEE 31.8 

SPELMAN 31.5 

HAMPTON 31.2 

MOREHOUSE 28.5 

BETHUNE COOKMAN 25.3 

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 23.4 



HOWARD 3.4 

HAMPTON 3.4 

XAVIER 2.2 

BETHUNE COOKMAN 2.2 

MOREHOUSE 2.2 

TJSKECEE 1.' 

SPELMAN 1.6 

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 0.0 



BUDGET SHARE --RESEARCH EXCLUDED 



TOTAL 

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES 



HOWARD 


u 


.5 


HOWARD 


40. 


9 


Hampton 


3.7 


RAMP TON 


3? 


.9 


TUSKEGEE 


35. 


6 


HOWARD 


3.6 


TUSKECEE 


3? 


.5 


HAMPTON 


34. 


2 


XAVIER 


2.3 


XAVIER 


36 


.5 


XAVIER 


34. 


2 


MOREHOUSE 


2.2 


SPELMAN 


34 


.2 


SPELMAN 


32. 


6 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


2.2 


MOREHOUSE 


31 


.8 


MOREHOUSE 


29. 


6 


TUSKECEE 


1.9 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


28 


.3 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


26. 


0 


SPELMAN 


1.6 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


23 


.4 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


23 


& 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0.0 
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TABU A9.3: 198* -86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UN I VERS ITT W PRIVATE BBCUS, RANKED 



DCUARS PER FT£ 





TOTAL 




STUDENT 


INSTITUTIONAL 




ACAD EM 




ADMINISTRATIVE 




SERVICES 




SUPPORT 




SUPPC 


HOWARD 


$5,981 


HOWARD 


SI. 237 


HOWARD 


$3,715 


HOWARD 


$1.0 


SPELMAN 


2,961 


SPELKAN 


859 


SPELMAN 


1,849 


TUSKEjEE 


5 


XAVIER 


2,767 


XAVIER 


849 


XAVIER 


1,598 


XAVIER 


3 


TUSKEGEE 


2,418 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


80 7 


MOREHOUSE 


1,525 


SP£LKAM 


* ■ 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


2,360 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


637 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


1,433 


HAMPTON 


1 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


2,212 


HAMPTON 


623 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


1,422 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


i 


MOREHOUSE 


2,069 


TUSKEGEE 


' 0 


TUSKEGEE 


1,291 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


i. 


HAMPTON 


1,920 


LMtl punt t p r* 




HAMPTON 


1,103 


MOREHOUSE 




BUDGET SHARE --RESEARCH INCLUDED 
















TOTAL 




student 


INSTITUTIONAL 




ACAD EM 




ADMINISTRATIVE 




SERVICES 




SUPPORT 




SUPPO 


SPELMAN 


36.7 


SPELMAN 


10.7 


MOREHOUSE 


24.6 


TUSKEGEE 


4 


MOREHOUSE 


33.4 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


9.5 


SPELMAN 


22.9 


HOWARD 


4 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


33.1 


XAVIER 


9.2 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


21.4 


XAVIER 


3 


XAVIER 


29.9 


flETBUNE COUkMAf* 


o * 0 


XAVIER 


17.3 


SPELMAN 


3 


HOWARD 


26.2 


MOREHOUSE 


8.2 


HOWARD 


16.3 


HAMPTON 


2 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


25.6 


HAMPTON 


7.9 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


15.4 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


2 


HAMPTON 


24.2 


BvwAKy 


S L 

*f . ■* 


HAKPTON 


13.9 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


i 


TUSKEGEE 


20.8 




s n 

J « V 


TUSKEGEE 


11.1 


MOREHOUSE 


C 


BUDGET SHARE- -RESEARCH EXCLUDED 
















TOTAL 








INSTITUTIONAL 




ACAD Eft 




ADMINISTRATIVE 




SERVICES 




SUPPORT 




SUPPO 


SPELMAN 


38.0 


5PELMAN 


11.0 


MOREHOUSE 


25.6 


TUSKEGEE 




MOREHOUSE 


34.7 


XAVIER 


9.6 


SPELMAN 


23.7 


HOWARD 




FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


33.1 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


9.5 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


21.4 


UVIER 




XAVIER 


31.2 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


9.0 


XAVIER 


18.0 


SPELMAN 




HOWARD 


27.8 


HAMPTON 


8.6 


HOWARD 


17.3 


HAMPTON 


* 


HAMPTON 


26.5 


MOREHOUSE 


8.5 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


15.9 


FLORIDA MEM. 


2 


BETHUHE COOKMAN 


26.3 


HOWARD 


5.8 


HAMPTON 


15.2 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


1 


TUSXZGEE 


23.3 


TUSKEGEE 


5.5 


TUSKEGEE 


12.4 


MOREHOUSE 


0 



TABLE A9.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OP HOWARD UMVEM1TT WiD PRIVATE SBCUS, RANKD 



DOLLARS PER PTE 





SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 


PUBLIC 


SERVICE 




BETHUNE COOKMAN 


S3, 125 


HOWARD 


$1,332 


HOWARD 


Si, 723 


HOWARD 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


2,191 


TUSKECEE 


1,226 


TUSKECEE 


1,094 


TUSKECEE 


XAVIER 


i ,s?a 


HAMPTON 


697 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


296 


HAMPTON 


TUSKECEE 


1,606 


XAVIER 


382 


HAMPTON 


293 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


SPELMAN 


1,384 


SPELMAN 


267 


SPELMAN 


93 


XAVIER 


MOREHOUSE 


1,206 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


250 


XAVIER 


46 


MOREHOUSE 


HOWARD 


1,135 


MOREHOUSE 


233 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


4 


SPELMAN 


HAMPTON 


912 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 



PLANT Of f HAI 
HAND EO n 



$3. 

i 
1 



BUDGET SHARE-RESEARCH INCLUDED 



SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 




BETHUNE COOKMAN 


33.9 


TUSKECEE 


10.6 


TUSKECEE 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


32.7 


HAMPTON 


8.8 


HOWARD 


XAVIER 


20.3 


HOWARD 


5.8 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


MOREHOUSE 


19.5 


XAVIER 


4.1 


HAMPTON 


spelman' 


17.2 


MOREHOUSE 


3.8 


SPELMAN 


TUSKECEE 


13.8 


SPELMAN 


3.3 


XAVIER 


HAMPTON 


U.5 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


2.7 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


HOWARD 


5.0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


0.0 


MOREHOUSE 



PUBLIC SERVICE 



PLANT OP. MA: 
MAND ED T 



9.4 HAMPTON 

7.6 HOWARD 
4<4 MQtEHOUSS 

3.7 TUSKECEE 

1.2 BETHUNE COOKMAN 

0.5 XAVIER 

0.0 SPELMAN 

0,0 FLORIDA MEMORIAL 



BUDGET SHARE -RESEARCH EXCLUDED 



SCHOLARSHIP 



BETHUNE COOKMAN 

FLORIDA MEMORIAL 

XAVIEK 

MOREHOUSE 

SPELMAN 

TUSKECEE 

HAMPTON 

HOWARD 



RESEARCH 



PUBLIC SERVICE 



PLANT OP.MA 
MAND ED V 



3* .8 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


N/A 


TUSKECEE 


10.5 


HAMPTON 


32.7 


MOREHOUSE 


N/A 


HOWARD 


8.0 


HOWARD 


11 A 


SPELMAN 


N/A 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


4.4 


MOREHOUSE 


20.2 


HAMPTON 


N/A 


HAMPTON 


4.0 


TUSKECEE 


17.& 


TUSKECEE 


N/A 


SPELMAN 


1.2 


XAVIER 


15.5 


HOWARD 


N/A 


XAVIER 


0.5 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


12.6 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


N/A 


BETHUNE COOKMAN 


0.0 


SPELMAN 


5.3 


XWIER 


N/A 


MOREHOUSE 


0.0 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 
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TABU A9.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PRIVATE HBCUS , RAXKED 



DOLLARS per fte 





TOTAL E i 0 
EXPENDITURES 




TOTAL tlC EXP 
LESS RESEARCH 


HOWARD 


Ml OM 

)4« » <?** J 




? £ 4 t J 4 * 


TUSR£CE£ 




TUSKECEE 


10,387 


XAV1ER 


9,263 


BETHUNE CQGRMAil 


8,971 


BETHUNE COOKMAtf 


9,220 


XAVIER 


8,681 


SPELHAA 


8,063 


SPELHAN 


7.796 


HAMPTON 


7.933 


HAMPTON 


7.236 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


6.691 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


6,691 


MOREHOUSE 


6.199 


MOREHOUSE 


5,966 
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TABLE A10.1 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUES PER FTE 
ACADEHIC YEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE 









JACKSON 


TEXAS 


NORTH 


NORFl 




HOWARD 


UDC 


STATE 


SOUTHERN 


CAROLINA AI.T 


ST; 


TUITION k FEES 


17.1 


7.5 


25,0 


24.3 


16,6 


23 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


65.3 


0.0 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


0. 


STATE k LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0,0 


32.7 


*9.6 


62.1 


58-9 


66. 


FEDERAL GRANTS k CONTRACTS 


ft. 9 


6.2 


19.6 


6,3 


21.1 


6 


STATE . LOC GRANTS k CONTRACTS 


O.i 


2.5 


1.4 


3.6 


0,7 


3. 


PRIVATE CHANTS k CONTRACTS 


3. A 


0,2 


2.1 


1.7 


0.5 


0. 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 


1*0 


0.9 


0,0 


0.3 


0.1 


0. 


SkUS k SERVICES 


4 , 2 


0*0 




1.7 


2.1 


0, 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100.0 


100,0 


100.0 


100.0 


ioo.o 


100. 



ARKANSAS 

(U) FLORIDA AIM 



! TUITION k FEES 23.2 13.4 

FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 0.0 0.1 

STATE k LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 61.2 64.3 

FEDERAL GRANTS k CONTRACTS 9.5 16.1 

STATE, LOC GRANTS k CONTRACTS 2.0 4.6 

PRIVATE GRANTS k CONTRACTS 2.3 1.6 

ENDOWMENT INCOME 0.2 0,0 

' SALES k SERVICES 1.6 0.0 

GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 100.0 100.0 



t 

£ 
< 
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TABLE A i 0.2s 1985-86 REVENUES 0? HOWARD UNlVERSITT AND PUBLIC HBCUS , RANKED 



DOLLARS PER FTE 





TUITION 








bTATa ■ LaJuAL 




t FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS * 




APPROPRIATIONS 


HOWARD 


$3,999 


HOWARD 


$15*230 


UDC 


$9,658 






VI f\U T ft k A t fcf 

c LUKilM A I n 


O 




7 "Jit 




* 1 39 / 


Uf* ALT 




Uf* ALT 


C AAA 


FLORIDA A i il 


1.53* 


NORFOLK STATE 


0 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


4.418 


NC A fc T 




ARKANSAS (LR) 


0 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


3.560 


AAAAf»J»A*» I i-R t 






ft 

w 




* 4<L* 


nvntWM^ 3iA*»V 






ft 


J AVrUUR 9AA1A 


1 1 


Ul/W 








OAL5 AD r\ 
OWAXtf 


n 
v 


BUDGET SHJLR.F 






















STATE L T.OP1Y 




6 FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 




APPROPRIATIONS 


JACKSON STATE 


25.0 


HOWARD 


65.3 


UDC 


82.7 


TEXAS SOUTHED 


24.3 


FLORIDA A ♦ H 


0.1 


NORFOLK STATE 


66.2 


NORFOLK STATE 


23.3 


NC A I T 


0.0 


FLORIDA A * M 


64.3 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


23.2 


JACKSON STATE 


0.0 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


62.1 


HOWARD 




TEXAS SOUTHERN 


0.0 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


61.2 


NC A k T 


16.6 


UDC 


0.0 


NC A & T 


38. « 


FLORIDA A ♦ K 


13,4 


NORFOLK STATE 


0.0 


JACKSON STATS 


49*6 


UDC 


7.3 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


0.0 


HOWARD 


0.0 
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TABLE AlO.2; 1985-86 REVENUES 0? HOW AX 1 ) UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HSCUS, RANKED 



DOLLARS PER fTE 





FEDERAL 
GRANTS & CONTRACTS 




STATE I -LOCAL 
GRANTS k CONTRACTS 




PP.IVATE 
C RANTS k CONTRACTS 


HOWARD 


$2,066 


FLORIDA A & M 


S520 


HOWARD 


$798 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


1,838 


UDC 


286 


FLORIDA A k H 


182 


NC A k T 


1,789 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


255 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


135 


JACKSON STATE 


1,247 


NORFOLK STATE 


181 


JACKSON STATE 


134 


UPC 


727 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


U7 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


121 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


555 


JACKSON STATE 


86 


NC A & T 


39 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


447 


NC A k T 


63 


UDC 


18 


NORFOLK STATE 


356 


HOWARD 


23 


NORFOLK STATE 


16 



BUDGET SHARE 





FEDERAL 
GRANTS I CONTRACTS 




STATE k LOCAL 
GRANTS k CONTRACTS 




PRIVATE 
GRANTS k CONTRACTS 


NC A & T 


21.1 


FLORIDA A ♦ M 


4.6 


HOWARD 


3.4 


JACKSON STATE 


19.6 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


3.6 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


2.3 


FLORIDA A ♦ n 


16*1 


NORFOLK STATE 


3.5 


JACXSON STATS 


2.1 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


9.5 


UDC 


2.5 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


1.7 


HOWARD 


8.9 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


2.0 


FLORIDA A ♦ M 


1.6 


NORFOLK STATE 


6.8 


JACKSON STATE 


1.4 


NC A k T 


0.5 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


6.3 


NC A k T 


0.7 


NORFOLK STATE 


0.3 


UDC 


6.2 


HOWARD 


i 


UDC 


C.2 
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TABLE AiO.2: 1985-86 REVENUE? OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS, RANKED 
DOLLARS ?EK FTE 





ENDOWMENT 

MVWf Mill 4 




SALES & 




GENERAL EDUCATION 




INCOME 




SERVICES ' 




REVENUE 


HOWARD 


S225 


HOWARD 


$983 


HOWARD 


$23,325 


UDC 


104 


NC A & T 


174 


UDC 


11,671 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


18 


JACKSON STATE 


152 


FL A 4 M 


11,415 


ARKANSAS (UU 


12 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


120 


NC A 4 T 


8,482 


NC A & T 


6 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


91 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


7,110 


NORFOLK STATE 


0 


NORFOLK STATE 


0 


JACKSON STATE 


6,359 


JACX50N STATE 


0 


UDC 


0 


ARKANSAS <LR) 


5,820 


FL A 4 M 


0 


FL A I H 


0 


NORFOLK STATE 


5,235 


BUDGET SHARE 














ENDOWMENT 




SALES 4 








INCOME 

W W» Mo 




SERVICES 






HOWARD 


1.0 


HOWARD 


4.2 






UDC 


0.9 


JACKSON STATE 


2.4 






TEXAS SOUTH. 


0.3 


NC A & T 


2.1 






ARKANSAS <LR> 


0.2 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


1.7 






NC A & T 


0.1 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


1.6 






NORFOLK STATE 


0.0 


NORFOLK STATE 


CO 






JACKSON STATE 


0.0 


UDC 


0.0 






FLORIDA A ♦ H 


0.0 


FLORIDA A «■ M 


0.0 







i 
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TABLE AIM 

HOWARD UNIVERSXTT AND PUBLIC HBCUS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE ( INCLUDING RESEARCH) 









JACXSO.N 


TEXAS 


NORTH 


NORFOLK 




HOWARD 


UDC 


STATE 


SOUTHERN 


CAROLINA A&T 


STATS 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


41.9 


47.5 


38.2 


49.2 


41.2 


45.3 


- INSTRUCTION 


38.5 


43.7 


35.6 


45.0 


38.0 


41,9 


<• LIBRARIES 


3.4 


3.8 


2.5 


4.2 


3.2 


3.4 


ADMINISTRATIVE * TOTAL 


26.2 


23.5 


27.8 


21.3 


2U 0 


25.6 


• STUDENT SERVICES 


5.4 


4.0 


12.4 


5.5 


3.5 


7,2 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


16.3 


. 16.8 


12.2 


12,7 


8.8 


12.2 


- academic s uproar 


4.5 


2.7 


3.2 


3.2 


8.7 


6.1 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.0 


3.8 


21.5 


14,7 


10.1 


17.6 


RESEARCH 


5. a 


2.9 


3.2 


2.5 


10.2 


2.4 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


7.6 


7.1 


0.0 


0.0 


5.4 


0,6 


PLANT OP/MAIHT/KAND ED TRAN 


13.5 


15.2 


9.3 


12.2 


12.0 


8.5 


TOTAL E&C EXPENDITURES 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



ARKANSAS 

( LK) 



FLORIDA AJ.M 



ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


48.9 


38.1 


- INSTRUCTION 


45.7 


34.4 


- LIBRARIES 


3.2 


3.6 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


25.0 


25.9 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


4.5 


5.1 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


11 .8 


10.5 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


8.7 


10.3 


SCHOURSHIP 


4.7 


11.0 


RESEARCH 


1 .0 


8.2 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


10.9 


3.7 


PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TRAN 


9.5 


13.1 


TOTAL E&C EXPENDITURES 


100.0 


100.0 
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TABLE All. 2 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER PTE 
ACADEMIC TIAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE ( EXCLUDING RESEARCH) 



HOWARD UDC 



ACADEMIC - TOTAL 44,5 48.9 

- INSTRUCTION 40.9 45.0 

- LIBRARIES 3,6 3.9 
ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 27.8 24.2 

- STUDENT SERVICES 5.8 4.1 

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 17.3 17.3 

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 4*8 2.8 
SCHOLARSHIP 5.3 4.0 
RESEARCH 0.0 0.0 
PUBLIC SERVICE 8.0 7.3 
PUNT OP /MA INT /HAND ED TRAN 14.4 15.7 

TOTAL EkG EXP LESS RESEARCH 100.0 100,0 



JACKSON TEXAS NORTH NORFOLK 

STATE SOUTHERN CAROLINA A4T STATE 



39.4 


50*5 


45.9 


46.5 


36.9 


46.2 


42.3 


43.0 


2*5 


4,3 


3.6 


3.4 


28.7 


21.9 


23.4 


26.2 


12-9 


5.6 


3.9 


7.4 


12.6 


13.0 


9.8 


12.6 


3,3 


3.2 


9.7 


6.2 


22.2 


15.0 


11.2 


18.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0,0 


6.0 


0.6 


9,6 


12.6 


13.4 


8.8 



100.0 100,0 100.0 100.0 



ARKANSAS 

(LR) 



FLORIDA kkH 



ACADEMIC - TOTAL 
• INSTRUCTION 

- LIBRARIES 
ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 

- STUDENT SERVICES 

- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 

- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 
SCHOLARSHIP 
RESEARCH 

PUBLIC SERVICE 

PLANT 0P/MA1KT/MAND ED TRAN 



49,4 
46. 1 

3.2 
25.3 
4.5 

U.9 
8.8 

4.7 
0.0 
11.0 
9.6 



41.5 
37.5 
4.0 

28. 2 
5.5 

11.* 
11.3 
12,0 
0.0 
4.0 
14.3 



TOTAL E&C EXP LESS RESEARCH 



100.0 



ERIC 



TABLE All. 3: 1985-46 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC HBCUS, RANKED 



DOLURS PER FT! 

TOTAL 

ACADEMIC INSTRUCTION LIBRARIES 



HOWARD 


$9,579 


HOWARD 


$8,798 


HOWARD 


$781 


UDC 


5,480 


UDC 


5,043 


UDC 


437 


FLORIDA A & M 


4,576 


FLORIDA A & M 


4,139 


FLORIDA A & ft 


437 


HC U T 


3,813 


NC A i T 


3,513 


NC A I T 


300 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


3,10? 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


2,843 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


264 


ARXANSAS (LR) 


3,041 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


2,841 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


200 


JACKSON STATE 


2,850 


JACKSON STATE 


2,668 


NORFOLK STATE 


199 


NORFOLK STATE 


2,683 


NORFOLK STATE 


2,433 


JACKSON STATE 


183 


BUDGET SHARE—RESEARCH INCLUDED 












TOTAL 












ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


49.2 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


45.7 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


4.2 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


48.9 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


45.0 


UDC 


5.8 


UDC 


47.5 


UDC 


43,7 


FLORIDA A & K 


3*6 


NORFOLK STATE 


45.3 


NORFOLK STATE 


41.9 


HOWARD 


3.4 


20WARD 


41.9 


HOWajiD 


38.5 


NORFOLX STATE 


3.4 


NC A fc T 


41.2 


NC A fc T 


38,0 


NC A h T 


5.2 


JACKSON STATE 


38.2 


JACKSON STATE 


35*8 


ARKANSAS (U) 


3.2 


FLORIDA A t n 


38.1 


FLORIDA A t n 


34,4 


JACKSON STATE 


2.5 



BUDGET SHARE— RESEARCH EXCLUDED 

TOTAL 





ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


50.5 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


46.2 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


4.3 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


49.4 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


46. 1 


FLORIDA A M 


4.0 


UDC 


48,9 


UDC 


45.0 


UDC 


3.9 


NORFOLX STATE 


46,5 


NORFOLK STATE 


43.0 


HOWARD 


3.6 


NC A I T 


45.9 


NC A k T 


42.3 


NC A i T 


3.6 


HOWARD 


44.5 


HOWARD 


40.9 


NORFOLK STATE 


3.4 


FLORIDA A & M 


41.5 


FLORIDA A k H 


37.5 


ARKANSAS (LR J 


3.2 


Jackson state 


39.4 


JACKSON STATE 


16.9 


JACKSON STATE 


2.5 
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UBU All. 3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITT AND PUBLIC KBCUS, RANKED 



DOLLARS PER FTE 

TOTAL STUDENT INSTITUTION AX. A CAD EM 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES SUPPORT SUPPC 



HOWARD 


$5,981 


HOWARD 


Si, 237 


FLORIDA A 4 H 


3,113 


JACKSON STATE 


929 


UDC 


2.709 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


610 


JACKSON STATE 


2,075 


UDC 


456 


NC A 4 T 


1,9*2 


NORFOLK STATE 


4 29 


ARKANSAS (LR? 


1,557 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


347 


NORFOLK STATE 


1,513 


NC A 1 T 


323 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


1,347 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


278 


BUDGET SHAKE— 


RESEARCH INCLUDED 








TOTAL 




STUDENT 




ADMINISTRATIVE 




SERVICES 



HOWARD $3,715 FLORIDA A 4 H $1,2 

UDC 1,936 HOWARD 1,C 

FLORIDA UH 1,260 NC A k T B 

JACKSON STATE 908 ARKANSAS (LR) 5 

NC A 4 T 811 NORFOLK STATE 3 

TEXAS SOUTHERN 801 UDC 3 

ARKANSAS (LR) 733 JACKSON STATE 2 

NORFOLK STATE 725 TEXAS SOUTHERN 1 



INSTITUTIONAL ACADEK 
SUPPORT SUPPC 



JACKSON STATE 


27*8 


JACKSON STATE 


12.4 


UDC 


16.8 


FLORIDA A & M 


HOWARD 


26.2 


NORFOLK STATE 


7.2 


HOWARD 


16.3 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


23.9 


TEXAS SOUTHEKN 


5.5 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


12.7 


NC A 4 T 


NORFOLK STATE 


25.6 


HOWARD 


5.4 


NORFOLK STATE 


12.2 


NORFOLK STATE 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


25*0 


FLORIDA A 4 H 


5a 


JACKSON STATE 


12.2 


HOWARD 


UDC 


23,5 


ARKANSAS (LR> 


4.5 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


11.8 


JACKSON STATE 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


21.3 


UDC 


4.0 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


10.5 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


NC A 4 T 


21.0 


NC A 4 T 


3.5 


NC A 4 T 


8.8 


UDC 


BUDGET SHARE— 


RESEARCH EXCLUDED 














TOTAL 




STUDENT 




INSTITUTIONAL 






ADMINISTRATIVE 




SERVICES 




SUPPORT 





10 
6 
6 
6 
4 
3 



AC AD Eh 

SUPPC 



JACKSON STATE 


28. 7 


JACKSON STATE 


12.9 


HOWARD 


17.3 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


28.2 


NORFOLK STATE 


7.4 


UDC 


17.3 


NC A 4 T 


HOWARD 


27.8 


HOWARD 


5.8 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


13.0 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


NORFOLK STATE 


26.2 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


5.6 


JACKSON STATE 


12.6 


NORFOLK STATE 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


25.3 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


5.5 


NORFOLK STATE 


12.6 


HOWARD 


UDC 


24.2 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


4.5 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


11.9 


JACKSON STATE 


NC A 4 T 


23.4 


UDC 


4.1 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


11.4 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


21.9 


NC A 4 I 


3.9 


NC A 4 T 


9.8 


UDC 
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TABLE Aii.)s .985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITT AND PUBLIC HBCUS, RANKED 



DOLLARS ?ER FT£ 

PUBLIC PLANT OP.MAtjn 





SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 




SERVICE 


MAND 


ED TRANS 


JACKSON STATS 


SI, 603 


HOWARD 


$1,332 


HOWARD 


SI ,725 


HOWARD 


S3. 09: 


FLORIDA A i « 


1.328 


FLORIDA A & M 


9S8 


UDC 


822 


UDC 


1,75* 


HOWARD 


L135 


NC A t T 


945 


ARKANSAS ( LR) 


675 


FLORIDA A I « 


i.57< 


NORFOLK STATE 


1,039 


UDC 


330 


NC A Si T 


500 


NC A Si T 




NC A 4 T 


934 


jacks on state 


237 


FLORIDA A t M 


439 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


77; 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


926 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


161 


NORFOLK STATE 


35 


JACKSON STATE 


69f 


UDC 




NORFOLK STATE 




TEXAS SOUTHERN 


2 


ARKANSAS ( LR) 


592 


ARKANSAS (U) 


290 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


64 


JACKSON STATE 


0 


NORFOLK STATE 


50* 



BUDGET SHARE— RESEARCH INCLUDED 

PUBLIC PLAHT OP, MAIN*. 

SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH SERVICE HAND ED TRANS 



JACKSON STATE 


21.5 


NC A & T 


10*2 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


10.9 


UDC 


15. 


NORFOLK STATE 


17.6 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


$*2 


HOWARD 


7.6 


HOWARD 


13. 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


14.7 


HOWARD 


5.3 


UDC 


7.1 


FLORIDA AIM 


13. 


FLORIDA A Si M 


u.o 


JACKSON STATE 


3.2 


NC A T 


5*4 


TEXAS SOUTHER* 


12. 


NC A Si T 


10.1 


UDC 


2,9 


FLORIDA A 4 « 


3,7 


NC A fc T 


12. 


HOWARD 


5.0 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


2.5 


NORFOLK STATE 


0.6 


ARKANSAS <LR> 


9, 


ARKANSAS ( LR J 


4.7 


NORFOLK STATE 


2.4 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


0.0 


JACKSON STATE 


9. 


UDC 


3.S 


ARKANSAS ( LR) 


1.0 


JACKSON STATE 


0.0 


NORFOLK STATE 


8. 


BUDGET SHARE- -RESEARCH EXCLUDED 
























PUBLIC 




PLANT OP. MAIN 




SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 




SERVICE 




MAND ED TRANS 


JACKSON STATE 


22.2 


NORFOLK STATE 


N/A 


ARKANSAS CLSIS 


11.0 


UDC 


15. 


NORFOLK STATE 


18.0 


NC A U T 


N/A 


HOWARD 


3.0 


HOWARD 


14, 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


15.0 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


N/A 


UDC 


7.3 


FLORIDA ASM 


14. 


FLORIDA UK 


12,0 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


N/A 


NC A 4 T 


6.0 


NC A t T 


13 


NC A 4 T 


U.2 


UDC 


N/A 


FLORIDA A & M 


4.0 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


12. 


HOWARD 


5.3 


HOWARD 


N/A 


NORFOLK STATE 


0.6 


JACKSON STATE 


9. 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


4 , ? 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


N/A 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


0.0 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


9. 


UDC 


4.0 


JACKSON STATE 


N/A 


JACKSON STATE 


0.0 


NORFOLK STATE 


8. 
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TABLE All. 3* 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AtfD PUBLIC HBCUS, 



OOLLARS PER FTE 

TOTAL £ & G 
EXPENDITURES 



HOWARD 


$22,8^3 


FLORIDA A I K 




UDC 


U.5M 


NC A T 


9,2^6 


JACKSON STATS 


7,462 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


6*316 


ARXAXSA5 (UU 


6,221 


NOMOLX STATE 


5,920 



TOTAL E 6 C EXP 
LESS RESEARCH 



HOWARD 


$21,311 


UDC 


11,211 


FLORIDA A 6 M 


11,033 


NC A 6 T 


8,303 


JACKSON STATE 


7,225 


ARKANSAS (LR) 


6,158 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


6,155 


NORFOLK STATZ 


5,776 



so 



TABLE A12.1 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-66 
BUDGET SHARE 







ILLINOIS 


IV t PURDUE 






CALIFO* 




HOWARD 


(CHICAGO) 


(INDIANAPOLIS) 


CINCINNATI 


TEMPLE 


tiRv: 


TUITION i ?ZZ% 


17.1 


13.3 


14.8 


22.1 


39.7 


n 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


65.3 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


c 


STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0,0 


64.9 


56.8 


45.9 


40.7 


49 


FEDERAL GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


8.9 


11.1 


12.3 


12.7 


9.9 


17 


STATS* LOC GRANTS • CONTRACTS 


0. 1 


2.6 


2.0 


1 .0 


3.5 


6 


PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


3.4 


4.7 


6.5 


6.5 


4.8 


4 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 


1.0 


0.2 


0.1 


4.0 


0.5 


1 


rALES 1 SERVICES 


4.2 


3*2 


7.6 


7.9 


0*9 


1C 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100,0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


IOC 




ALABAMA 




MISSOURI 


NORTH 








(BIRMINGHAM) 


KENTUCKY 


(COLUMBIA) 


DAKOTA 


UTAH 


COKMONVEA 


TUITION & FEES 


8.4 


12.7 


16.? 


16,0 


11,7 


1. 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0.0 


5.0 


3.9 


0.0 


0.0 


2 


STATE LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


54.9 


60.0 


50.5 


44.6 


42.2 


4 


FEDERAL GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


23.3 


7.4 


8.5 


21.1 


22,7 


1 


STATE* LOC GRANTS fc CONTRACTS 


i .6 


4.3 


i.a 


0,0 


1.2 




PRIVATE GRANTS k CONTRACTS 


7.8 


5.1 


6.0 


5.6 


6.3 




ENDOWMENT INCOME 


0.5 


1.2 


1.3 


0.1 


1.8 




SALES I SERVICES 


3.4 


4.4 


11.4 


12.6 


14.0 




GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


1C 



ERIC 
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TABLE A12.2: 19*5-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS V1TB HOSPITALS , RANKED 



DOLLARS PER FTE 





TUITION 




FEDERAL 




STATE 


4 LOCAL 




4 FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 




APPROPRIATIONS 


TEMPLE 


$4,44$ 


HOWARD 


$15,230 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 




$13,368 


HOWARD 


3,999 


VA COtflGNVEALTH 


4,354 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 




10,734 


CINCINNATI 


2,741 


KENTUCKY 


762 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 




10,065 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


2,405 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


319 


KENTUCKY 




9, 170 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


2,25ft 


California urvine) 


27 


VA COMMONWEALTH 




8,716 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


2,234 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


0 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 




7,355 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


2,199 


UTAH 


0 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 




6,759 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


2,087 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


0 


UTAH 




6,064 


KENTUCKY 


1 ,*39 


lU/PUKDMfi. ( INDIANAPOLIS) 


A 

u 


CINCINNATI 




5,686 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


1,914 


TEXPLE 


0 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 




4,394 


UTAH 


1,683 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


0 


TEMPLE 




4,534 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


1,650 


CINCINNATI 


0 


HOWARD 




0 


BUDGET SHARE 
















TUITION 




FEDERAL 




STATE 


6 LOCAL 




t FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 




APPROPRIATIONS 


TEMPLE 


39,7 


HOWARD 


65.3 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 




64,9 


CINCINNATI 


22,1 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


23.8 


KENTUCKY 




60,0 


HOWARD 


17.1 


KENTUCKY 


5.0 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 




56.8 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


16.7 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


3.9 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 




54.9 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


16. Q 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


0.1 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 




50.5 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


14.8 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


0.0 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 




49.2 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


13.3 


UTAH 


0.0 


CINCINNATI 




45.9 


KENTUCKY 


12.7 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


0.0 


VA COMMONWEALTH 




45.6 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


12.6 


1U/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


0.0 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 




44.6 


UTAH 


11.7 


TEMPLE 


0.0 


UTAH 




42.2 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


u.o 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


0,0 


TEMPLE 




40.7 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


8.4 


U OF CINCINNATI 


0,0 


HOWARD 




0.0 



I 

i 

i 



a 

I 

i 




TABLE A12.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OP HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED 



50LURS PER FT£ 



FEDERAL 
CRAFTS I CONTRACTS 



STATE * LOCAL 
GRANTS & CONTRACTS 



PRI' 

GRANTS i CONT&, 



ALABAMA ( BIRMINGHAM) 


S5,*59 


CALIFORNIA < IRVINE) 


$1,2*2 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


CAL1FORNA (IRVINE) 


t * 1 i 

J i 3 J J 




656 


UTAH 


UTAH 


3,262 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


*2* 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


VA COMMONVEALTH 


2 t JO / 




*0* 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


2,171 


TEMPLE 


F ft 




BOWAKD 


, 066 


IU/PUHDUE( INDIANAPOLIS ) 


257 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


1,83* 


MISSOURI (COLUMBU) 


2*0 


HOWARD 


IU / PURDUE ( XND IANAPGL1S ) 


I « 58$ 


UTAH 


IP # 


ILLINOIS C CHICAGO) 


CINCINNATI 


I 367 


VA COMHQNVEALln 


1 £A 

1 60 




MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 






118 


H DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS ) 


RENTUCKT 


1,13* 


HOWARD 




TEMPLE 


TEMPLE 


1,105 


II DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


A 
V 




BUDGET SHARE 












FEDERAL 




STATE i LOCAL 




GRANTS k 


CONTRACTS 




UKA/U* • wUNTHAv 1 J> 


CI 

w< 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


23.3 


U.C. IRVINE 


0 . i 




UTAH 


22.7 


U OF KENT. (LEX) 


*.3 


IU/PUKDUE (INDIANAPOLIS 


H DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


21.1 


TEMPLE 


3.5 


CINCINNATI 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


17,3 


U OF ILL. (CHI) 


2.6 


UTAH 


CINCINNATI 


11.1 


IKD U/PURDCIND) 


2.0 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


VA COMMONVEALTH 


12.* 


U OF MISS(COL) 


1.8 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


IU/PUROUE 


12*3 


U OF A.LAB(BIRM) 


1.6 


KENTUCKY 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


11.1 


U OF UTAH(SL) 


1.2 


TEMPLE 


TEMPLE 


9.9 


U OF CINCINNATI 


1.0 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


HOWARD 


8,9 


VIRC COMM(RICfl) 


0.9 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


8.5 


HOWARD 


0.1 


HOWARD 


KENTUCKY 


7.*, 


U OF ND(CRAN F) 


0.0 


VA COmOFVEALTH 



$1 



PHI 



9 

ERIC 
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TABU Ml. I: 1985-66 REVENUES OF HOVAJU) UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED 



DOLURS PER FTE 

ENDOWMENT SALES GENERAL EDUCA 





INCOME 




4 SERVICES 




fV£¥ 


CINCINNATI 


$491 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


S2ill5 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 




CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


320 


UTAH 


2,017 


HOWARD 




UTAH 


264 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


1,529 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


20 


HOWARD 


225 


N uAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


1,299 


VA COWONVEALTH 


19 


RENTUCKT 


ISO 


HOWARD 


983 


UXINOIS (CHICAGO) 


16 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


177 


lU/PUTtOUI (INDIANAFOLIS) 


961 


KENTUOT 


15 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


130 


CINCINNATI 


973 


UTAP 


14 


TEMPLE 


52 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


832 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


13 


VA COtttONVE/LTB 


44 


KENTUOCT 


670 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


12 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


32 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


536 


Cincinnati 


12 


IU/PURDUE { INDlAKAPOLIS > 


IS 


VA COmONWEALTH 


364 


TEMPLE 


n 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


14 


TEMPLE 


105 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


1C 



BUDGET SHARE 

ENDOWMENT SALES 
INCOME 4 SERVICES 



CINCINNATI 


4.0 


UTAH 


14. 


UTAH 


l.S 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


12. 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


1.6 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


U. 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


1.3 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


10. 


xarrucxT 


1.2 


CINCINNATI 




HOWARD 


1.0 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 




ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


0.5 


KENTUCKT 




TEMPLE 


0,5 


HOWARD 




VA ftJHMONVEALTH 


0-2 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 




ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


0.2 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 




IU/PUROUE ( INDIANAPOLIS) 


0,1 


VA COMMONWEALTH 




K DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


0.1 


TEMPLE 


0. 
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TABLE A13.1 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS 

EDUCATION AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER PTE 

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 

BUDGET SHARE (INCLUDING RESEARCH) 





HOWARD 


ILLINOIS 
{CHICAGO) 


1U/PURDUE 
( INDIANAPOLIS) 


CINCINNATI 


TEMPLE 


CALIPORNI 
(IRVINE 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 




43.4 


51. a 


49.4 


44,2 


47.7 


- INSTRUCTION 


18.5 


40.7 


50.1 


45. 5 


41.4 


43.5 


- LIBRARIES 


3.4 


2.7 


1.8 


3.9 


2.8 


4.2 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


26,2 


19.6 


12.2 


15.1 


24.2 


22.2 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5.4 


1.7 


3.0 


3.5 


3.4 


6.6 


* INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


16.3 


9.3 


2.3 


6.0 


U.8 


9.1 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.5 


8.5 


6.9 


5.6 


9.0 


6.6 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.0 


4.8 


3.8 


6.9 


7.9 


4.2 


RESEARCH 


5.8 


11. 0 


11.6 


11.9 


8.1 


17.2 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


7.6 


7.2 


8.9 


7.7 


3.0 


2.1 


PLANT OP/MAINT/KAND ED TRAN 


13.5 


14.0 


n.7 


9.0 


12.5 


6.fc 


TOTAL E4C EXPENDITURES 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



I 

t 





ALABAMA 




MISSOURI 


NORTH 




1 




(BIRMINGHAM) 


KENTUCKY 


{COLUMBIA) 


DAKOTA 


UTAH 


COMMONWEAL' 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


42.5 


36.9 


^1.4 


45.4 


39.8 


50. 


- INSTRUCTION 


40.5 


34. 1 


37.5 


42.8 


35.6 


47. 


- LIBRARIES 


2.0 


2.8 


3.9 


2.6 


k.l 


3. 


ADMINISTRATIVE * TOTAL 


16.1 


16.6 


16.5 


18.4 


14.1 


19.. 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


2.1 


3.4 


3.8 


3.6 


3.1 


2.' 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


8.0 


6.6 


5.9 


8.5 


6.9 


10.6 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


5.9 


6.6 


6.8 


6.2 


4.1 


6. 


SCHOLARSHIP 


3.2 


3.9 


6.6 


10.2 


4.1 


A, 


RESEARCH 


21.8 


17,5 


19.0 


15.1 


18.2 


15. 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


7.2 


14.9 


12.0 


1.8 


15.9 


0. 


PI.aNT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TUN 


9.2 


10.2 


6,5 


9.1 


7.9 


9. 


TOTAL E4G EXPENDITURES 


100.0 


100,0 


iOO.O 


100. 0 


100,0 


100. « 



! 
I 

9 
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j TA3LE A13.2 

ROVARO UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITS 80S HTALS 

EDUCATION AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER *TE 

ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 

BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH) 







ILLINOIS 


iu/purou: 






CALIFORNIA 




HOWARD 


(CHICAGO) 


(INDIANAPOLIS) 


CINCINNATI 


TEMPLE 


(IRVINE) 


ACADEMIC - TO^AL 


5 


&8.8 


58*6 


56.0 


43 . 1 


57 & 


- instruction 


40.9 


45.7 


56.6 


51.6 


45.1 


52.5 


- LIBRARIES 


3.6 


3.1 


2.0 


4.4 


3.1 


5.1 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


27.8 


22.0 


13.8 


17.1 


26.4 


26.8 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5.3 


1.9 


3.4 


3.9 


3.7 


7.9 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


17.3 


10. 5 


2.6 


6.8 


12.9 


10.9 


~ ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.8 


9.6 


7.8 


6.4 


9.8 


7.9 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.3 


5.4 


4.3 


7.9 


8.7 


5.1 


RESEARCH 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


8.0 


8.1 


10.1 


8.3 


3.2 


2.6 


PLANT OP/ KA INT/ HAND ED IRAN 


14.4 


15.7 


13.2 


10.2 


13.6 


8.0 


TOTAL UO EXP LESS RESEARCH 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 




AIABAMA 




MISSOURI 


NORTH 




VA 




( BIRMINGHAM) 


KENTUCKY 


(COLUMBIA) 


DAKOTA 


UTAH 


COMMONWEALTH 


Ar^OFMir « TOTAL 




44 . 7 


51 . 1 


53 . 5 


48.6 


60.3 


* INSTRUCTION 


51.9 


41.3 


46.3 


50.4 


43.6 


56.8 


• LIBRARIES 


2.5 


3.4 


4.8 


3.1 


5.1 


3.6 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


20.6 


20.2 


20.4 


21.7 


17.3 


22.9 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


2.7 


4,2 


4.7 


4.3 


3.7 


2.8 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


10.2 


8.0 


7.3 


10.0 


8.5 


12.6 


• ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


7.6 


8.0 


8.4 


7.3 


5.1 


7.5 


SCHOLARSHIP 


4a 


4.7 


5.7 


12.0 


5.0 


4.9 


RESEARCH 


o.c 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


9.2 


18. i 


14.9 


2.1 


19.4 


0.9 


PLANT OP/HAINT/MAND ED THAN 


11.7 


12.3 


8.0 


10.8 


9.7 


10.9 


TOTAL £iG EXP LESS RESEARCH 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 



I 
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TABLE AI3.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS . RANKED 
DOLLARS PER FTS 

TOTJU 





ACADEMIC 




Instruction 




LIBRARIES 


HOWARD 


$9,579 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


$9,011 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


S839 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


9.451 


HOWARD 


8,798 


HOWARD 


781 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


9,439 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


8,601 


UTAH 


598 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


7,846 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


7,352 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


494 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


6,699 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


6,469 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


489 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


6,606 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


6,216 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


440 


Kentucky 


5,809 


KENTUCKY 


5,371 


KENTUCKY 


438 


UTAH 


5,736 


UTAH 


5,139 


CINCINNATI 


435 


CINCINNATI 


5,545 


CINCINNATI 


5,110 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


390 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


5,181 


TEMPLE 


4,693 


TEMPLE 


322 


TEMPLE 


3,014 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


4,692 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


283 


N DAKOTA (GRAND PORKS) 


4,860 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


4,577 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


230 



i " > — — ^ 

i 

BUDGET SHARE— RESEARCH INCLUDED 

TOTAL 





ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


51. S 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


50,1 


HOWARD 


3.4 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


50.7 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


47.7 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


2.7 


CINCINNATI 


49.4 


CINCINNATI 


45,5 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


1.8 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


47.7 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


43*5 


CINCINNATI 


3.9 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


45.4 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


42,8 


TEMPLE 


2.8 


TEMPLE 


44.2 


TEMPLE 


41.4 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


4.2 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


43.4 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


40.7 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


2.0 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


42.5 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


40.5 


KENTUCKY 


2.8 


HOWARD 


41.9 


HOWARD 


38.5 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


3.9 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


41.4 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


37.5 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS ) 


2.6 


UTAH 


39.8 


UTAH 


35.6 


UTAH 


4.1 


KENTUCKY 


36.9 


KENTUCKY 


34.1 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


3.0 



BUDGET SHARE— RESEARCH EXCLUDED 





TOTAL 
ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


60.3 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


56.8 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


5.1 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


58,6 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


56.6 


UTAH 


5.1 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


57.6 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


52.5 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


4.8 


CINCINNATI 


56.0 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


51.9 


CINCINNATI 


4.4 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


54.4 


CINCINNATI 


51.6 


HOWARD 


3,6 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


53.5 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS ) 


50.4 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


3.6 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


51.1 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


46.3 


KENTUCKY 


3.4 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


48.8 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


45.7 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


3.1 


UTAH 


48.6 


TEMPLE 


45. i 


TEMPLE 


3.1 


TEMPLE 


48.1 


UTAH 


43.6 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


3.1 


KEUTUCKY 


44.7 


KENTUCKY 


41.3 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


2.5 


HOWARD 


44.5 


HOWARD 


40.9 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


2.0 



ERIC 
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TABLE kll.lt 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RANKED 



DOLLARS PER PTE 





TOTAL 






INSTITUTIONAL 


ADMINISTRATIVE 








SUPPORT 


HOWARD 


$5,981 


CALIFORNIA ( IRVINE) 




HOWARD 


$3,715 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


3,539 


HOWARD 


i , I J f 




i , ' r A, 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


1,574 


KENTUCKY 


543 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


1,780 


CINCINNATI 


1,692 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


476 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


1,683 


TEMPLE 


2,7*7 


MI Sf OUR I (COLUMBIA) 


L 7 L 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


1 ,380 




4 ,387 


UTAH 


44Q 


TEMPLE 


1.343 


ALABAMA (riRMINCHAM) 


3,578 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


393 


KENTUCKY 


1,045 


Kentucky 


2.622 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


390 


UTAH 


997 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


2,069 


CINCINNATI 


390 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


912 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


1,968 


TEMPLE 


385 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


740 


UTAH 


2,035 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


312 


CINCINNATI 


669 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


2,509 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


309 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


294 


BUDGET SHARE—RESEARCH INCLUDED 














TOTAL 




STUDENT 


INSTITUTIONAL 


ADMINISTRATIVE 








SUPPORT 


HOWARD 


26.2 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


K A 

0 . 0 


HOWARD 


16.3 


TEMPLE 


26.2 


HOWARD 


^ L 


TEMPLE 


11. S 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


22.2 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


3 . 9 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


10,6 


ILLINOIS (CHICACO) 


19.6 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


3.6 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


9.3 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


19.3 


CINCINNATI 




CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


9.1 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


IS. 4 


KENTUCKY 


3.4 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


8.5 


KENTUCKY 


16.6 


TEMPLE 


3.4 


;iABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


8.0 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


16.5 


UTAH 


3.1 


UTAH 


6.9 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


16.1 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


3.0 


KENTUCKY 


6.6 


CINCINNATI 


15.1 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


2.4 


CINCINNATI 


6,0 


UTAH 


14,1 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


2. 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


5.9 


IU/PURDUE UND1ANAPOL1S) 


12.2 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


i . ? 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


2.3 


BUDGET SHARE —RESEARCH EXCLUDED 














TOTAL 




STUDENT 


INSTI 


TUT I ON AL 


ADMINISTRATIVE 








SUPPORT 


HOWARD 


27.8 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


7 . v 


HOWARD 


17,3 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


2d. 8 


HOWARD 


K c 


TRIPLE 


12.9 


TEMPLE 


26.4 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


•* • ' 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


12,6 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


22.9 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


4 . 3 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


10.9 


ILLINOIS ( CHICAGO) 


22,0 


KENTUCKY 


4.2 


ILLINOIS (CHICACO) 


10.5 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS ) 


21.7 


CINCINNATI 


3.9 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


10.2 


ALABAMA ( BIRMINGHAM) 


20.6 


UTAH 




N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


10.0 


MISSOURI i COLUMBIA) 


20.4 


TEMPLE 




UTAH 


8.5 


KENTUCKY 


20.2 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


3.* 


KENTUCKY 


8.0 


UTAH 


17.3 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


:.s 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


7.3 


CINCINNATI 


17.1 


ALABAMA ( BIRMINGHAM) 


2 . * 


CINCINNATI 


6.8 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


13.8 


ILLINOIS ( CHICAGO) 


1 . 5 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


2.6 
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TABLE A13.3; *985-86 EXPENDITURES CF HOWARD UNI VERS ITT AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS * RANKED 



DOLLARS PER PTE 

ACADEMIC 





SUPPORT 




SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 


ILLINOIS (CHICACO) 


Si ,5" 


HOWARD 


$1,135 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


$4,852 


ALABAMA ( BIRMINGHAM 




N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


1,095 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


3,413 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


i ,297 


TEMPLE 


901 


KENTUCKY 


2,756 


KENTUCKY 


1,034 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


871 


UTAH 


2,620 


HOWARD 


1*029 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


829 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


2,382 


TEMPLE 


1.019 


CINCINNATI 


778 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


2,071 


IU/ PURDUE ( INDIANAPOLIS 5 


8S7 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


710 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


1,997 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


855 


KENTUCKY 


612 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


1,617 


VA COmONVEALTB 


820 


UTAH 


590 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


1,496 


N DAKOTA {GRAND ?ORXS) 


665 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


576 


CINCINNATI 


1,337 


CINCINNATI 


634 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


537 


HOWARD 


1,332 


UTAH 


598 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


488 


TEMPLE 


922 



BUDGET SHARE --RESEARCH INCLUDED 

ACADEMIC 





SUPPORT 




SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 


TEMPLE 


9,0 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


10,2 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


21.8 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


8.5 


TEMPLE 


7,9 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


19.0 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


6.9 


CINCINNATI 


6.9 


UTAH 


18.2 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


6.8 


HOWARD 


5.0 


KENTUCKY 


17,5 


KENTUCKY 


6.6 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


4,8 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


17.2 


CALIFORNIA ( IRVINE) 


6,6 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


4.6 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


15.9 


<A COMMONWEALTH 


6.3 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


4.2 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


15.1 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


6.2 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


4.1 


CINCINNATI 


11.9 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


5.9 


UTAH 


4.1 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


11.6 


CINCINNATI 


5.6 


KENTUCKY 


3.9 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


il.O 


HOWARD 


4.5 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


3.8 


TEMPLE 


8.1 


UTAH 


4. i 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


3.2 


HOWARD 


5.8 



BUDGET SHARE --RESEARCH EXCLUDED 



ACADEMIC 

SUPPORT SCHOLARSHIP RESEARCH 



HOWARD 


it . 


a 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


12.0 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


N/A 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


9. 


6 


TEMPLE 


8.? 


KENTUCKY 


N/A 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


7 


S 


CINCINNATI 


7.9 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


N/A 


CINCINNATI 


6 


4 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


5.7 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


N/A 


TEMPLE 


9 


8 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


5.4 


UTAH 


N/A 


CALIFORNIA ( IRVINE) 


7 


9 


HOWARD 


5.3 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS ) 


N/A 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


7 


6 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


5 A 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


N/A 


KENTUCKY 


8 


0 


UTAH 


5.0 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


N/A 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


8 


. u 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


4.9 


HOWARD 


N/A 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


7 


.3 


KENTUCKY 


4.7 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


N/A 


UTAH 


5 


. 1 


IU/PURDUE ( INDIANAPOLIS 5 


4.3 


TEMPLE 


N/A 


VA COMMONWEALTH 


7 


.5 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


4.1 


CINCINNATI 


N/A 
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TABLE A13.3; 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OP HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS, RAhUD 



WILMS PER m 





PUBLIC 




PLANT OP.MAINT/ 




TX?TAL E t C 




SERVICE 




MAND 


ED TRANS 




ZXPINDITURES 


KENTUCKY 


$2,353 


HOWARD 




S3, 092 


HOWARD 


$22,843 


UTAH 


2.294 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 




2,526 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


18,076 


HOWARD 


1,725 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 




2,035 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


12,921 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


1,598 


KENTUCKY 




1,604 


CINCINNATI 


11,233 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


1.507 


1U/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 




1,510' 


TEMPLE 


11,337 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


1,296 


TEMPLE 




1 ,416 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


19,793 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


1,154 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 




1,304 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


22,224 


CINCINNATI 


866 


VA CQttlGNVEALTH 




1,197 


KENTUCKY 


15,737 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


4 20 


UTAH 




1,142 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


12,523 


TEMPLE 


336 


CINCINNATI 




1,014 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


10,706 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


189 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 




978 


UTAH 


14,416 


VA COmONVEALTH 


102 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 




80$ 


VA COWWIWEALTH 


13,022 


BUDGET SHARE—RESEARCH INCLUDED 














PUBLIC 




PLANT 0P,HAINT/ 








SERVICE 




MAND 


ED TRANS 






UTAH 


15.9 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 




14.0 






KENTUCKY 


14.9 


HOWARD 




13.5 






MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


12.0 


TEMPLE 




12.5 






IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


8.9 


IU/PURDUE UND1ANAP0LIS) 




11.7 






CINCINNATI 


7.7 


KENTUCKY 




10.2 






HOWARD 


7.6 


VA COMMONWEALTH 




9.2 






ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


'.2 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 




9.2 






ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


7.2 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 




9 1 






TEMPLE 


3.0 


CINCINNATI 




9.0 






CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


2.1 


UTAH 




7.9 






N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


1.8 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 




6.6 






VA COMMONWEALTH 


0.8 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 




6,5 
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T/UJU: M^.ii 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY ^ PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS «lTfi BOSPITALS. RANKED 



DOLLARS PER FTE 




TOTAL 


EtC EXP 


less 


RESEARCH 


HOWARD 


$21,311 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


17,372 


CALIFORNIA (UVIKE) 


16,379 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


16,078 


KENTUCX? 


13,000 


UTAH 


11,797 


IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


11,424 


VA COMHOHWEALTH 


10,951 


TEMPLE 


10,414 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


10,141 


CINCINNATI 


9.896 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS ) 


9,090 
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TA3LE kit* A 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS 
CENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE 
ACADEMIC TEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE 





HOWARD 


HAMPTON 


MARYLAND (CP) 


FLORIDA AfcM 


MOREHOUSE 


SPELH 


TUITION 6 FEES 


1M 


54.4 


22.1 


13.4 


65.4 


57. 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


65.3 


0.0 


0.0 


O.i 


0.0 


0. 


STATE fc LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0.0 


0.0 


50.1 


64.3 


Q.O 


0. 


FEDERAL GRANTS * CONTRACTS 


8.9 


21-6 


20.0 


16*1 


15.6 


13. 


STATE, LOC GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


0.1 


0.0 


2*6 


4.6 


0.0 


1. 


PRIVATE GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


3.4 


6.7 


2.8 


1.6 


12.6 


16. 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 


1.0 


14.3 


0.2 


0*0 


6.5 


1 1 •> 


SALES t SERVICES 


4.2 


3.0 


2.2 


0.0 


0.0 


o.< 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 








NORTH 










VIRGINIA 


MORGAN STATE 


CAROLINA A*T 


MICHIGAN CAA) 


RUTGERS 


TEMP 


TUITION fc FEES 


20.7 


17.8 


16.6 


25.6 


23.7 


39. 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0.0 


0.5 


0.0 


0.1 


1.0 


0. 


STATE 4 LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


47.2 


72.7 


58.9 


34.5 


59.4 


40. 


FEDERAL GRANTS 4 CONTRACTS 


18.3 


8.4 


21.1 


23.0 


7.9 


9. 


STATE, LOC GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


1.1 


0.1 


0.7 


0.4 


2.9 


3, 


PRIVATE GRANTS ( CONTRACTS 


7.4 


0.5 


0.5 


9.1 


3.4 


4. 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 




0.0 


O.i 


2.3 


1.6 


0. 


SALES & SERVICES 


1.2 


0.0 


2.1 


5.0 


0.0 


0 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100*0 


100.0 


IOC 
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TABU Alt. I 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS 
GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE PER FTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-&6 
BUDCFT SHARE 



MICHIGAN 

3UVIER CURR STATE MARYLAND 1BC) 



TUITION t FEES 


56.7 


57.5 


21,3 


26.7 


FEDERAL APPROPRIATIONS 


2.7 


0,0 


0.0 


O.G 


STATE & LOCAL APPROPRIATIONS 


0,0 


0.0 


47.9 


61.4 


FEDERAL GRANTS fc CONTRACTS 


22.9 


19,3 


17.6 


7.* 


STATE, LOC GRANTS & CONTRACTS 


1.6 


0.0 


1.3 


2.1 


PRIVATE GRANTS fc CONTRACTS 


it. 6 


21.3 


5.t 


L6 


ENDOWMENT INCOME 


U5 


1.9 


0.5 


0.0 


SALES fc SERVICES 


0.0 


0,0 


6.1 


0.8 


GENERAL EDUCATION REVENUE 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100*0 
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TABLE AU.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOUARD UHIVERS1TT AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS , RANKED 



DOLLARS PER FTE 





TUITION 




FEDERAL 




STATE 


4 LOCAL 




& FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 




APPROPRIATIONS 


MICHIGAN ( AA) 


$4,785 


HOWARD 


$15,230 


VIRGINIA 




$?,707 


XAVIER 


4,609 


XAVIER 


220 


Florida aim 




7,336 


TEMPLE 


4 p 44g 


RUTGERS 


101 


MORGAN STATE 




7,009 


SPELMAN 




MORGAN STATE 


49 


MICHIGAN (AA) 




6,443 


HOWARD 


3,999 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


12 


RUTGERS 




5,971 


HAMPTON 


3,988 


FLORIDA A & M 


6 


MICHIGAN STATE 




5,537 


MOREHOUSE 


3,903 


NC A & T 


3 


MARYLAND (CP) 




5,213 


CLARX 


3,800 


MICHIGAN STATE 


1 


NC A fc T 




5,000 


VIRGINIA 


3,378 


HAMPTON 


0 


TEMPLE 




4,554 


MICHIGAN STATE 


2,468 


CLARK 


0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 




4,204 


RUTGERS 


2,387 


MARYLAND (BCq) 


0 


CLARK 




0 


MARYLAND (CP) 


2,302 


TEMPLE 


0 


MOREHOUSE 




0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


I ,829 


VIRGINIA 


0 


XAVIER 




0 


MORGAN STATE 


1,717 


SPELMAN 


0 


HAMPTON 




0 


FLORIDA A t M 


1,53* 


MARYLAND (CP) 


0 


SPELMAN 




0 


NC A 4 T 


1,409 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


HOWARD 




0 


BUDGET SHARE 
















TUITION 




FEDERAL 




STATE 


& LOCAL 




4 FEES 




APPROPRIATIONS 




APPROPRIATIONS 


MOREHOUSE 


65.4 


HOWARD 


65.3 


MORGAN STATE 




72.7 


CLARK 


57.5 


XAVIER 


2,7 


FLORIDA A k M 




64.3 


SPELMAN 


57.2 


RUTGERS 


i.O 


MARYLAND (BCa) 




61,4 


XAVIER 


56.7 


MORGAN STATE 


0.3 


RUTGERS 




59.4 


HAMPTON 


5^.4 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


0.1 


NC A t T 




58,9 


TEMPLE 


39.7 


FLORIDA Kin 


0.1 


MARYLAND (CP) 




50,1 


MARYLAND (&Co> 


26.7 


NC A fc T 


o.o 


MICHIGAN STATE 




47,9 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


25*6 


MICHIGAN STATE 


0.0 


VIRGINIA 




47,2 


RUTGERS 


23.7 


HAMPTON 


0.0 


TEMPLE 




40.7 


MARYLAND (CP) 


/2.1 


CLARK 


0.0 


MICHIGAN (AA) 




34.5 


MICHIGAN STATE 


21.3 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


0.0 


HAMPTON 




0.0 


VIRGINIA 


20.7 


TEMPLE 


0.0 


CLARK 




0.0 


MORGAN STATE 


17.8 


VIRGINIA 


0.0 


XAVIER 




0,0 


HOWARD 


17.1 


SPELMAN 


0.0 


HOWARD 




0.0 


NC A I T 


16.6 


MARYLAND (CP) 


0.0 


MOREHOUSE 




0.0 


FLORIDA A if M 


13,4 


MOREHOUSE 


0.0 


SPELMAN 




0.0 
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TABLE A14.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OP HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS. RANX£D 



DOLLARS PETR FTE 

PEDERAL STATE fc LOCAL PRIVATE 

GRANTS & CONTRACTS CHANTS & CONTRACTS GRAFTS k CONTRACTS 



MICHIGAN (AA) 


$4,292 


FLORIDA A k M 


$320 


MICHIGAN CAA) 


$1,6*2 


VIRGINIA 


2,984 


TEMPLE 


392 


CLARX 


:,409 


MARYLAND (CP) 


2,065 


RUTGERS 


292 


VIRGINIA 


1,200 


HOWARD 


2,066 


MARYLAND (C?) 


266 


XAVIER 


:,164 


MICHIGAN STATE 


2,033 


Virginia 


172 


SPELMAN 


1,181 


XAVIER 


1,862 


MICHIGAN STATE 


150 


HOWARD 


798 


FLORIDA A k M 


1,338 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


145 


MOREHOUSE 


750 


NC A T 


1,789 


XAVIER 


128 


MICHIGAN STATE 


621 


HAMPTON 


1,562 


SPELMAN 


104 


TEMPLE 


536 


CLARX 


1,275 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


77 


HAMPTON 


468 


TEMPLE 


1,105 


KC A 4 T 


63 


RUTGERS 


345 


MOREHOUSE 


929 


HOWARD 


23 


MARYLAND (CP) 


289 


SPELMAN 


926 


MORGAN STATE 


6 


FLORIDA A & M 


182 


MORGAN STATE 


815 


HAMPTON 


0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


108 


RUTCERS 


797 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


MORGAN STATE 


52 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


5C5 


CLARX 


0 


NC A & T 


39 


BUDGET SHARE 














FEDERAL 




STATE k LOCAL 




PRIVATE 




GRANTS k CONTRACTS 




GRANTS k CONTRACTS 


GRANTS 


k COHTRACTS 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


23 .0 


FLORIDA A k M 


4,6 


CLARX 


21 ,3 


XAVIER 


22.9 


TEMPLE 


3.5 


SPELMAN 


16.6 


HAMPTON 


21.6 


RUTGERS 


2.9 


XAVIER 


14 .6 


NC A t T 


21 • 1 


MARYLAND (CP) 


2.6 


MOREHOUSE 


12.6 


MARYLAND (CP) 


20.0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


2.1 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


9.1 


CLARK 


19.3 


XAVIER 


1.6 


VIRGINIA 


y.u 


VIRGINIA 


18.3 


SPELMAN 


1.5 


HAMPTON 


6.7 


MICHIGAN STATE 


17,6 


MICHIGAN STATE 


1,3 


MICHIGAN STATE 


5.4 


FLORIDA A k M 


16.1 


VIRGINIA 


1.1 


TEMPLE 


4.8 


MOREHOUSE 


15.6 


NC A k T 


0.7 


RUTGERS 


3.4 


SPELMAN 


13.0 


MICHIGAN ( AA) 


0.4 


HOWARD 


3.* 


TEMPLE 


9.9 


HOWARD 


0.1 


MARYLAND (CP) 


2.8 


HOWARD 


8.9 


MORGAN STATE 


0.1 


FLORIDA A k M 


1.6 


MORGAN STATE 




BAMPTON 


0.0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


1.6 


RUTGERS 


7,9 


MOREHOUSE 


0,0 


MORGAN STATE 


0.5 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


7.4 


CLARX 


0.0 


NC U T 


0.5 



TABLE AU.2: 1985-86 REVENUES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS » RANKED 



DOLLARS PER TO 









SALES 
L SERVICES 




CFWfcAl ElMfPATinw 


HAMPTON 


JiiV .?v 


HOWARD 




□VWJVW 




SPELMAN 


SIS 


MICHIGAN 


933 


MICHIGAN i aa ) 




VIRGINIA 






t WW 


VIRGINIA 


Aw i J£ i 


MICHIGAN ( AA) 


426 


HaRYIAND {TPs 


231 


MICHIGAN STATE 


1 1 5&7 


MOREHOUSE 


38* 


HAMPTON 


219 


FLORIDA A fit M 


11 415 


HOWARD 


225 


VIRGINIA 


194 


TEMPLE 


X i i$2 


RUTGERS 


139 


HC A 4 T 


1H 


MARYLAND ( CP \ 


10 410 


CLARK 


124 


TEMPLE 


105 


RUTGERS 


10,051 


XAVIER 


122 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


58 


MORGAN STATE 


9,647 


MICHIGAN STATE 


56 


CLARX 


0 


HC A 4 T 


8.482 


TEMPLE 


52 


XAVIER 


0 


XAVIER 


8,126 


MARYLAND (C?) 


21 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


HAMPTON 


7,327 


NC A fc T 


6 


FLORIDA A fc M 


0 


SPELMAN 


7,122 


MAR f LAND <BCo) 


0 


SPELMAN 


0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


6,848 


FLORIDA A t M 


0 


RUTGERS 


0 


a-Aix 


6,608 


MORGAN STATE 


0 


MORGAN STATE 


0 


MOREHOUSE 


3,971 



BUDGET SHARE 





ENDOWMENT 
INCOME 




SALES 
k SERVICES 


HAMPTON 


U.3 


MICHIGAN STATE 


6.1 


SPELMAN 


11. 8 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


5.0 


MOREHOUSE 


6.5 


HOWARD 


4.2 


VIRGINIA 


A. 2 


HAMPTON 


3.0 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


2.3 


MARYLAND (CP) 


2.2 


CLARX 


U9 


NC A Si T 


2.1 


RUTGERS 


1.6 


VIRGINIA 


1.2 


XAVIER 


1.3 


TEMPLE 


0.9 


HOWARD 


1.0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


0.8 


MICHIGAN STATE 


0.5 


CLARX 


0,0 


TEMPLE 


0.5 


XAVIER 


0.0 


MARYLAND (CP) 


0.2 


MOREHOUSE 


0.0 


NC A k r 


* "o.i 


FLORIDA A i M 


0.0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


0.0 


SPELMAN 


0.0 


FLORIDA A U M 


0.0 


RUTGERS 


0.0 


MORGAN STATE 


0,0 


MORGAN ST ATI 


0.0 
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TABLE A15-1 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER TO 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE ( INCLUDING RESEARCH) 





HOWARD 


Hampton 

Mini ivi' 




PLQ&IDA AtM 




COPT Ul U 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


41,9 


34.6 


39.5 


35.1 


30.6 


33.1 


- INSTRUCTION 


38.5 


31.2 


36.2 


34.4 


28.5 


31.5 


- LIBRARIES 


3.4 


3.4 


3.3 


3.6 


2.2 


1*6 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


26.2 


24.2 


15.1 


25.9 


33.4 


36.7 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5.4 


7.9 


4.1 


5.1 


8.2 


10.7 


• INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


16.3 


13.9 


7.3 


10.5 


24.6 


22.9 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.5 


2.4 


3.7 


10.3 


0.6 


3.1 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.0 


U.3 


4.8 


11.0 


19.5 


17.2 


RESEARCH 


5.1 


8.8 


22.4 


8.2 


3 i 

j • # 




PUBLIC SERVICE 


7.6 


3.7 


7.1 


3.7 


0.0 


i.2 


PLANT OP/MAlNT/MAND ED THAN 


13.5 


17.2 


11,0 


13.1 


12.8 


8.6 


TOTAL EAC EXPENDITURES 


1OC.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 








NORTE 










VIRGINIA 


MORGAN ST AIT 


PAttOMSA A4T 






1 £4 ** W- 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


45.4 


43,7 


41.2 


38.0 


45.1 


44.2 


* INSTRUCTION 


39.9 






» •? 




• 4 « * 


- LIBRARIES 


5.5 


3.7 


3,2 


2.7 


4.6 


2.6 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


17.9 


25.0 


21.0 


16.3 


18.7 


24.2 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


4.1 


6.6 


3.5 


4.1 


5.4 


3.4 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


6.4 


15.3 


8.8 


5.6 


9.2 


11.8 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


7.4 


2.6 


8.7 


6.6 


4.1 


9.0 


SCHOLARSHIP 


8.2 


11. 6 


iO. : 


7.3 


4.4 


7.9 


RESEARCH 


19.2 


6.6 


10.2 


24. 7 


13.8 


8.1 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


1.7 


0.0 


5.4 


1.4 


4.8 


3.0 


PLANT OP/MAINT/MAND ED TRAN 


7.6 


13.1 


12.0 


12.3 


13.2 


12.5 


TOTAL EiG EXPENDITURES 


100.0 


1:0.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100. 0 


100.0 
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TABLE AiS.i 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COKPETITOR INSTITUTIONS 
EDUCATIONAL AMD CENTRAL EXPENDITURES PER FTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE < INCLUDING RESEARCH) 



MICHIGAN 





XAVIER 


CLARK 


STATE 


WARTLAKD (BC; 




J « w 


3 1 7 


42. 7 


51 .8 


- INSTRUCTION 


32.8 


29.1 


40,7 


46.2 


- LIBRARIES 


2.2 


2.6 


2,0 


5.6 


ADMINISTRATIVE • TOTAL 


29,9 


33.8 


12,4 


18.8 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


9.2 


6.8 


2.9 


6,8 


- IHSTI^ TTIONAL SUPPORT 


17. 3 


24.2 


6.1 


12.0 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


3.5 


2,8 


3.3 


0.0 


SCHOLARSHIP 


20.3 


19.6 


5.2 


9.0 


RESEARCH 


4,1 


0.0 


19.7 


6.3 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


0.5 


5.0 


12*3 


0,1 


PLANT QP/KAINT/MAND ED IRAN 


10.2 


9.7 


7.8 


14.1 


TOTAL EiC EXPENDITURES 


100*0 


100.0 


100,0 


100.0 
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TABLE A15.2 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER PTE 
ACADEMIC YEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH) 





HOWARD 


HAMPTON 


MARYLAND <CP> 


FLORIDA A*M 


MOREHOUSE 


SFELMAN 


ACADEMIC - TOTAL 


44 .5 


37.9 


50.9 


41.5 


31.8 


34.2 


- INSTRUCTION 


40.9 


34.2 


46.6 


37.5 


29.6 


32.6 


- LIBRARIES 


3.6 


3.7 


4.2 


4.0 


2.2 


1.6 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


27.8 


26.5 


19.5 


28.2 


34.7 


38.0 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


5.8 


8.6 


5.3 


5.5 


6.5 


11.0 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


17.3 


15.2 


9.4 


11.4 


25.6 


23.7 


• ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


4.8 


2.7 


4.7 


11*3 


0.6 


3.2 


SCHOLARSHIP 


5.3 


12.6 


6.2 


12.0 


20.2 


17.8 


RESEARCH 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


8.0 


4.0 


9.2 


4.0 


0.0 


1.2 


PLANT OP /MA INT/ HAND ED TRAN 


14.4 


18.9 


14.2 


14.3 


13.3 


8.9 


TOTAL EfcC EXP LESS RESEARCH 


100.0 


100.0 


100.0 


100. 0 


100.0 


100.0 



VIRGINIA MORGAN STATE 



NORTH 

CAROLINA A*T MICHIGAN ( AA) 



RUTGERS 



TEMPLE 



academic - total 

- instruction 

- libraries 

administrative - total 

- student services 

- institutional support 

- academic support 
scholarship 
research 

public service 

plant op/maint/mand ed tran 



56.2 

49.4 
6.9 

22.1 
5.1 
7.9 
9.2 

10.1 
O.O 
2.1 
9.5 



46.8 
42.9 
4.0 

26.7 
7.0 

17.0 
2.7 

12.5 
0.0 
0.0 

14.0 



45.9 

42.3 
3.6 

23.4 
3.9 
9.S 
9.7 

11.2 
0.0 
6.0 

13.4 



50.4 

46.9 
3.5 

21.7 
5.4 
7.5 
6.3 
9.7 
0.0 
1.9 

16.3 



52-4 

47.0 
5.4 

21.7 
6.2 

10.7 
4.8 
5.1 
0.0 
5.6 

15.3 



48.1 

45.1 
3.1 

26.4 
3.7 

12.9 
9.8 
8.7 
0.0 
3.2 

13.6 



TOTAL E&C EXP LESS RESEARCH 



100. 0 



100. 0 



100.0 



100.0 



100.0 



100.0 
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TABLE A15.2 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS 
EDUCATIONAL AND GENERAL EXPENDITURES PER PTE 
ACADEMIC TEAR 1985-86 
BUDGET SHARE (EXCLUDING RESEARCH) 



MICHIGAN 

XAV1ER CLARR STATE MARYLAND (BC) 



ACADEMIC TCVaL 


36.5 


31.7 


53.2 


55.3 


- INSTRUCTION 


34.2 


29.1 


50.7 


49.3 


- LIBRARIES 


2*3 


2.6 


2.5 


6.0 


ADMINISTRATIVE - TOTAL 


31.2 


33.8 


15.4 


20.0 


- STUDENT SERVICES 


9.6 


6.8 


3.7 


7.2 


- INSTITUTIONAL SUPPORT 


18.0 


24.2 


7.6 


12.8 


- ACADEMIC SUPPORT 


3.6 


2.8 


4.2 


0.0 


SCHOURSBIP 


21.1 


19.8 


6.5 


9.6 


RESEARCH 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


PUBLIC SERVICE 


0,5 


5.0 


15.4 


0.1 


PLANT OP/HAlNT.'MAND ED TRAN 


10.7 


9.7 


9.5 


15.1 


TOTAL ZkQ EXP LESS RESEARCH 


100.0 


100.0 


100,0 


100.0 



100 



TABLE A15.3; 1985-86 EXPENDITURE 07 HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS , RANKED 

dollars ?ra m 

TOTAL 





ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




f J BO AO t CC 


HOWARD 


$9,579 


HOWARD 


$8,798 


VIRGINIA 




MICHIGAN <AA) 




MICHIGAN CAA) 


6,477 


HOWARD 


TBI 


VIRGINIA 


6,<»17 


VIRGINIA 


5,634 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


4»v 


TEKPLE 


5,014 


TEMPLE 


4,693 


RUTGERS 


433 


MICHIGAN STATS 


4,851 


MICHIGAN STATE 


4,623 


FLORIDA AIM 


437 


FLORIDA At H 


4,576 


FLORIDA AIM 


4,139 


MARYLAND CBCo) 


it* 

378 


RUTGERS 


4,407 


RUTGERS 


3,954 


MORGAN STATE 


J 34 


MORGAN STATE 


4,192 


MORGAN STATE 


3,839 


TEMPLE 


322 


NC A k T 


3,813 


NC A 1 T 


3,513 


MARYLAND (CP) 


309 


MARYLAND (C?> 


3,710 


MARYLAND (CP) 


3,401 


NC A & T 


300 


MARYLAND (8Co5 


3,481 


MARYLAND CBCo) 


3,103 


HAMPTON 


268 


XAVIER 


5\245 


XAVIER 


3,039 


MIC^GAN STATE 


228 


HAKPTON 


2,746 


SPELMAN 


2,539 


junsR 


206 


SPELMAN 


2,667 


HAMPTON 


2,477 


CLARK 


204 


CLARK 


2,4*7 


CLARK 


2,243 


MOREHOUSE 


134 


MQR£B0US£ 


1,896 


MOREHOUSE 


1,764 


SPSXhAN 


126 
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TABLE A15.3? 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED 



BUDGET SHARE- -RESEARCH INCLUDED 



TOTAL 





ACAD&rUv. 










maryi ANn f ar fl ) 

nfin 1 1 ifl i 1 f \ Oww / 


%\ it 




*6 . 2 


MARYLAND (BCo) 




VIRGINIA 


* J . ** 


TEMPLE 


41.4 


VIRGINIA 


5 5 


RUTGERS 


45 1 


MT CHI HAH STATF 


*0. 7 




4 6 
* 


TEMPLE 


44 2 






MORGAN STATE 




MORGAN STATE 


43.? 


MORGAN STATE 


40.0 


FLORIDA A & M 




MICHIGAN STATE 


42. 7 


VIRGINIA 




BOW AID 


3'! 


HOWARD 


41.9 


HOWARD 


38.5 


HAMPTON 


!:! 


NC A t T 


41.2 


NC A fc T 


38.0 


MARYLAND (CP) 




MARYLAND (CP) 


39.5 


MARYLAND (CP) 


36.2 


NC A 6 T 1 


3.2 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


.,38,1 




j j * ^ 






MICHIGAN (AA) 


38.0 


FLORIDA A fc « 


34.4 


MICHIGAN ( AA) 


2!; 


XAVIER 


35.0 


XAVIER 


32.8 


CLARX 


2.6 


HAMPTON 


34.6 


SPELMAN 


11 c 
J 1 « 2 


V AlfTPl 


2.2 


SPELMAN 


33.1 


OA WVTVMJ 

oAnr iwfi 


J 1 ♦ 4 






CLARK 


31.7 


rf ASt 


50 \ 

47 . A 


MtfRTfiAM CTaTJT 
niv»lwAfl SAAiL 


5 ft 


MOREHOUSE 


30.6 








A . 0 


BUDGET SHARE- -RESEARCH EXCLUDED 












TOTAL 












ACADEMIC 




INSTRUCTION 




LIBRARIES 


VIRGINIA 


56.2 


MICHIGAN STATE 


50. 7 


VIRGINIA 


6.9 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


55.3 


VIRGINIA 


49. 4 


MARYLAND CSCo) 


6.0 


MICHIGAN STATE 


53.2 


MARYLAND CBCn) 


49. 3 


RUTGERS 


*} 4 


RUTGERS 


52.4 




i i v 


MA&YTAND fCP* 


4 1 


MARYLAND (CP) 


50.9 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


46.9 


FLORIDA A 4 n 


4.0 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


50.4 


MARYLAND (CP) 


46.6 


MORGAN STATE 


4.0 


TEMPLE 


48.1 


TEMPLE 


45. 1 


HAMPTON 


3.7 


MORGAN STATE 


46.8 


MORGAN STATE 


42.9 


HOWARD 


3.6 


NC A & 7 


45.9 


NC A 4 T 


42.3 


NC A 4 T 


3.6 


HOWARD 


44.5 


HOWARD 


40.9 


MICHIGAN { AA) 


3.5 


FLORIDA AIM 


41.3 


FLORIDA A 6 « 


37.5 


TEMPLE 


3.1 


Hampton 


37.9 


HAMPTON 


34.2 


CLARK 


2-6 


XAVIER 


36.5 


XAVIER 


34.2 


MICHIGAN STATE 


2.5 


SPELMAN 


34.2 


SPELMAN 


32*6 


XAVIER 


2.3 


MOREHOUSE 


31.8 


MOREHOUSE 


29.6 


MOREHOUSE 


2.2 


CLARK 


31.7 


CLARX 


29.1 


SPELMAN 


1.6 



ERIC 
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TABLE A15.3: 1985-S6 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS , RANKED 
DOLLARS PER 771 





ADMINISTRATIVE 




STUDENT 
SERVICES 


• 


INSTITUTIONAL 
SUPPORT 




ACAD Eh 

SUPFC 


HOWARD 


$5,981 


HOWARD 


$i.237 


HOWARD 


S3, 713 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


SI, 2 


FLORIDA AIM 


3,113 


SPELMAN 


859 


CLARK 


1,870 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


1,2 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


2.997 


XAVIER 


849 


SPELMAN 


1,849 


VIRGINIA 


l.C 


SPELMAN 


2,961 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


753 


XAVIER 


1,596 


HOWARD 


l.C 


XAVIER 


2,767 


MORGAN STATE 


630 


MOREHOUSE 


1,525 


TEMPLE 


1.0 


TEMPLE 


2,747 


HAMPTON 


623 


MORGAN STATS 


1,520 


NC A 6 T 


8 


CLARK 


2.607 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


610 


TEKPLE 


1,343 


RUTGERS 


' 


VIRGINIA 


2,327 


VIRGINIA 


577 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


1,260 


MICHIGAN STATE 


3 


MORGAN STATE 


2.396 


RUTGERS 


523 


HAMPTON 


1,103 


MARYLAND (CP) 


i 




2,06$ 


CLARK 


521 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


1,034 


XAVIER 


3 


NC A 4 T 


1,942 


MOtESOUSE 


501 


VIRGINIA 


905 


SPELMAN 


7 


HAMPTON 


1,720 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


455 


RUTGERS 


900 


MORGAN STATE 


* 


RUTGERS 


1,823 


MARYLAND (CP) 


387 


NC A 4 T 


an 


CLARK 




MARYLAND (CP) 


1,421 


TEKPLE 


385 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


606 


HAMPTON 




MICHIGAN STATE 


1,406 


MICHIGAN STATE 


335 


MICHIGAN STATE 


691 


MOREHOUSE 




MARYLAND (BCo) 


1,261 


NC A 4 T 


323 


MARYLAND (CP) 


688 


MARYLAND (BCo) 
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TABLE A15.3: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES of boward university and competitor institutions, ranked 



BUDCET SHARE — RESEARCH INCLUDED 





ADMINISTRATIVE 




STUDENT 
SERVICES 


* 


INSTITUTIONAL 
SUPPORT 




ACADEMIC 
SUPPORT 


SPELMAN 


36.? 


SPELMAN 


10.7 


MOREHOUSE 


24.6 


FLORIDA A & M 


10.3 


CLARK 


33. a 


XAVIER 


9.2 


CLARR 


24.2 


TEMPLE 


9.0 


MOREHOUSE 


33.* 


MOREHOUSE 


8.2 


SPELMAN 


22.9 


NC A It T 


8.7 


XAVIER 


29.9 


HAMPTON 


7.9 


XAVIER 


17.3 


VIRGINIA 


7.4 


HOWARD 


26.2 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


6.8 


HOWARD 


16.3 


MICHIGAN ( AA) 


6.6 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


25.9 


CLARR 


6.8 


MORGAN STATE 


15.8 


HOWARD 


4.5 


MORGAN STATE 


23.0 


MORGAN STATE 


6.6 


HAMPTON 


13.9 


RUTGERS 


4. 1 


TEMPLE 


24.2 


HOWARD 


5.4 


MARYLAND (BCo ) 


12.0 


MARYLAND {CP) 


3.7 


HAMPTON 


24.2 


V^ERS 


5.4 


TEMPLE 


11.8 


XAVIER 


3.5 


NC A fc T 


21.0 


FLORIDA A & K 


5.1 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


10.5 


MICHIGAN STATE 


3.3 


MARYUND (BCo) 


ills 


MARYLAND (CP) 


4.1 


RUTCERS 


9.2 


SPELMAN 


3.1 


RUTCERS 




MICHIGAN ( AA) 


4.1 


NC A 4 T 


8.8 


CLARR 


2.8 


VIRGINIA 


17.9 


VIRGINIA 


4.1 


MARYLAND (CP) 


7,3 


MORGAN STATE 


2.6 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


16.3 


NC A 4 T 


3.3 


VIRGINIA 


6.4 


H4MPTON 


2.4 


MARYLAND (CP? 


13.1 


TEMPLE 


3.4 


MICHIGAN STATE 


6.1 


MOREHOUSE 


0.6 


MICHIGAN STATE 


12.4 


MICHIGAN STATE 


2.9 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


5.6 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


0.0 



BUDGET SHARE- -RESEARCH EXCLUDED 





ADMINISTRATIVE 




STUDENT 
SERVICES 




INSTITUTIONAL 
SUPPORT 




ACADEMIC 
SUPPORT 


SPELMAN 


38.0 


SPELMAN 


11.0 


MOREHOUSE 


25.6 


FLORIDA AIM 


11.3 


MOREHOUSE 


34.7 


XAVIER 


9.6 


CLARR 


24.2 


TEMPLE 


9.8 


CURE 


33.8 


HAMPTON 


8.6 


SPELMAN 


23.7 


NC A 1 T 


9.7 


XAVIER 


31.2 


MOREHOUSE 


8.5 


XAVIER 


18.0 


VIRGINIA 


9.2 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


28.2 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


7.2 


HOWARD 


17.3 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


8.8 


HOWARD 


27.8 


MORGAN STATE 


7.0 


MORGAN STATE 


17.0 


HOWARD 


4.8 


MORGAN bTATE 


26.7 


CLARE 


6.8 


HAMPTON 


15.2 


RUTCERS 


4.8 


HAMPTON 


26.5 


RUTGERS 


6.2 


TEMPLE 


12.9 


MARYLAND (CP) 


4.7 


TEMPLE 


26.4 


HOWARD 


5.8 


MARYLAND CBCo) 


12.8 


MICHIGAN STATE 


4.2 


NC A 4 T 


23.4 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


5.5 


FLORIDA A 4 M 


11.4 


XAVIER 


3.6 


VIRGINIA 


22.1 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


5.4 


RUTGERS 


10.7 


SPELMAN 


3.2 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


21.7 


MARYLAND (CP) 


5.3 


NC A 4 T 


9.8 


CLARR 


2.8 


RUTCERS 


21.7 


VIRGINIA 


5.1 


MARYLAND (CP) 


9.4 


MORGAN STATE 


2.7 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


20.0 


NC A 4 T 


3.9 


VIRGINIA 


7.9 


HAMPTON 


2.7 


MARYLAND (CP) 


;9.5 


TEMPLE 


3.7 


MICHIGAN STATE 


7.6 


MOREHOUSE 


0.6 


MICHIGAN STATE 


J5.4 


MICHIGAN STATE 


3.7 


MICHIGAN ( AA 5 


7.5 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


0.0 



i 




TABLE Al5.3t 1985*86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UK I VERS ITT AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED 



DOLLARS PER ?TI 





SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 


PUBLIC 


SERVICE 




XAVIER 


SI, 878 


MICHIGAN IAA> 


$4,533 


HOWARD 


suns 


HOWARD 


CLARK 


1,524 


VIRGINIA 


2,716 


MICHIGAN STATE 


1,400 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


SPELMAN 


1,354 


MICHIGAN STATE 


2,243 


MARYLAND (CP) 


672 


FLORIDA A t M 


MICHIGAN ( AA) 




MARYLAND (CP) 


2,104 


NC A & T 


500 


TEHPLE 


FLORIDA A & H 


1,328 


RUTGERS 


1,345 


RUTGERS 


466 


HAMPTON 


MOREHOUSE 


1,206 


HOWARD 


1,332 


FLORIDA A & M 


439 


RUTGERS 


VIRGINIA 


1,135 


FLORIDA A & M 


988 


CLARK 


369 


MORGAN STATE 


HOWARD 


1,135 


NC A k T 


945 


TEMPLE 


336 


NC A h T 


MORGAN STATE 


1,116 


TEMPLE 


922 


HAMPTON 


293 


VIRGINIA 


NC A fc T 


93* 


HAMPTON 


697 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


263 


MARYLAND (CP) 


HAMPTON 


912 


MORGAN STATE 


$7* 


VIRGINIA 


235 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


TEMPLE 


901 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


425 


SPELMAN 


93 


XAVIER 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


603 


XAVIER 


382 


XAVIER 


46 


MICHIGAN STATE 


MICHIGAN STATE 


595 


SPELMAN 


267 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


4 


MOUBOUSE 


MARYLAND (CP) 


455 


MOREHOUSE 


233 


MOREHOUSE 


0 


CLARK 


RUTGERS 


431 


CLARK 


0 


MORGAN STATE 


0 


SPELMAN 



?LANT OP, MA 
HAND ED TiU 



ERIC 



105 



mii A15.3: ; 985^86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, JUNKED 



BUDGET SHARE- -RESEARCH INCLUDED 



PLANT OP.MAI) 





SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 




PUBLIC SERVICE 




MAND ED TRANl 


XAVIER 


20.3 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


24.7 


MICHIGAN STATE 


12.3 


hamptom 


17. 


clarx 


19.8 


MARYLAND (CP) 


22.4 


HOWARD 


7.6 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


14 


MORE ROUSE 


19. 5 


MICHIGAN STATE 


19.7 


MARYLAND (CP) 


7.1 


HOWARD 


13 


SPELMAN 


17. 2 


VIRGINIA 


19.2 


NC A k T 


5.4 


RUTGERS 


13. 


MORGAN STATE 


11.6 


RUTGERS 


13.8 


CLARK 


5.0 


FLORIDA AIM 


13 - 


HAMPTON 


n.5 


NC AIT 


10.2 


RUTGERS 


4.8 


MORGAN STATE 


13 


FLORIDA A * M 


n.o 


HAMPTON 


8.8 


HAMPTON 


3.7 


MOREHOUSE 


12 


NC A & T 


10. i 


FLORIDA AIM 


8.2 


FLORIDA AIM 


3.7 


TtHPLE 


12. 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


9.0 


TEMPLE 


8.1 


TEMPLE 


3*0 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


12. 


VIRGINIA 




MORGAN STATE 


6.6 


VIRGINIA 


U7 


NC A t T 


12 


TEMPLE 


7.9 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


6.3 


MICHIGAN < AA) 


1.4 


MARYLAND (CP) 


11 


MICHIGAN CAA) 


7.3 


HOWARD 


5.8 


SPELMAN 


1 .2 


XAVIER 


10 


MICHIGAN STATE 


5.2 


xavier 


4.1 


XAVIEK 


0.5 


CLARK 


9 


HOWARD 


5.0 


MOREHOUSE 


3.8 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


0.1 


SPELMAN 


6 


MARYLAND CCP) 


4.8 


SPELMAN 


3.3 


MOREHOUSE 


0.0 


VIRGINIA 


7 


RUTGERS 


4.4 


CLARK 


0.0 


MORGAN STATE 


0.0 


MICHIGAN STATE 


7 


BUDGET SHARE- 


\2 SEARCH EXCLUDED 




























PLANT OP, MAI* 




SCHOLARSHIP 




RESEARCH 




PUBLIC SERVICE 




MAND ED TRAN 


XAVIER 


21.1 


RUTGERS 


N/A 


MICHIGAN STATE 


15.4 


HAMPTON 


18 


MOREHOUSE 


20.2 


TEMPLE 


N/A 


MARYLAND (CP) 


9.2 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


16 


CLARK 


19.8 


NC A & T 


N/A 


HOWARD 


8.0 


RUTGERS 


15 


SPELMAN 


17.8 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


N/A 


NC A k T 


6.0 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


15 


HAMPTON 


12.6 


MICHIGAN STATE 


N/A 


RUTGERS 


5.6 


HOWARD 


14 


MORGAN STATE 


12.5 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


N/A 


CLARK 


5.0 


FLORIDA A k M 


14 


FLORIDA A & M 


12.0 


XAVIER 


N/A 


HAMPTON 


4.0 


MARYLAND (CP) 


14 


NC A k T 


11.2 


CUM 


N/A 


FLORIDA A k H 


4.0 


MORGAN STATE 


u 


VIRGINIA 


10. 1 


MARYLAND (CP) 


N/A 


TDJPLE 


3.2 


TEMPLE 


12 


MICHIGAN t AA J 


9.7 


FLORIDA A k M 


N/A 


VIRGINIA 


2.1 


NC A k T 


12 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


9.6 


HOWARD 


N/A 


MICHIGAN (AA) 


1.9 


MOREHOUSE 


13 


TEMPLE 


8.7 


HAMPTON 


N/A 


SPELMAN 


1.2 


XAVIER 


1C 


MICHIGAN STATE 


6.5 


VIRGINIA 


N/A 


XAVIER 


0.5 


CUM. 


9 


MARYLAND (CP) 


6.2 


MORGAN STATE 


N/A 


MARYLAND (BCc) 


0.1 


MICHIGAN STATE 




HOWARD 


5.3 


MOREHOUSE 


N/A 


MOREHOUSE 


0.0 


VIRGINIA 


9 


RUTGERS 


5.1 


SPELMAN 


N/A 


MORGAN STATE 


0.0 


SPELMAN 





ERIC 
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TABU A15.5: 1985-86 EXPENDITURES OF HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS, RANKED 



ttLLARS per m 

TOTAL E & C TOTAL £ 4 C EXP 

EXPENDITURES RESEARCH 



HOWARD 


S2? 843 


HOWARD 


S2± ,51 i 


MICHIGAN ( AA) 




MICHIGAN (AA) 


13,821 


VIRGINIA 




VIRGINIA 


11.415 


FLORIDA UK 


12,021 


FLORIDA ASM 


if All 

1 1 ,033 


MICHIGAN STATE 


11,361 


TEMPLE 


10,414 


TEMPLE 


11,337 


MICHIGAN STATE 


9,118 


RUTGERS 


9,763 


MORGAN STATE 


8,959 


MORGAN STATE 


9,594 


XAVXER 


8,881 


MARYLAND (CP) 


9,399 


RUTGERS 


8,418 


XAVXER 


9,263 


NCAt T 


6,303 


NC A fc T 




SPELMAN 


7,796 


SPELMAN 


8,063 


CLARK 


7,713 


HAMPTON 


7,933 


MARYLAND (U>) 


7,293 


CLARK 


7,713 


HAMPTON 


7,236 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


6,723 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


6,298 


MOREHOUSE 


6,199 


MOREHOUSE 


5,966 



0 

ERIC 
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Tabit A16 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND SELECTED PRIVATE INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS 



FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS, 1988-89 



INSTITUTION 



NUMBER OF 
FULL-TIME FACULTY 



PERCENT OF FULL-TIKE 
FACULTY WITH PH.D.S 



NUMBER OF 
PART-TIKE FACULTY 



PERCENT OF 
PART-TIME FACULTY 



RATIO OF 
F7I STUDENTS TO 
FULL-TIME FACULTY 



HOWARD 

CASE WESTFRN RESERVE 

CHICAGO 

DUKE 

EMORY 

GEORGETOWN 

JOHNS HOPKINS 

ROCHESTER 

STAKTORD 

TULAKE 

VANDERBILT 

YALE 



1,1?* 
1.263 
1,166 
1,401 
1,420 

342 
555 
U290 
885 
1.274 
2,003 



0.78 
0*98 
0.96 
0.96 
0.99 

0.99 



0.9$ 
0.96 



703 
200 

1,700 
251 

63 
81 
45 
30$ 

954 
319 



0.37 
O.U 

0.55 
0.15 

0.16 
0.13 
0.03 
0.26 
0.43 
0.14 



8.2 
4.5 
7.4 
6.8 
4.9 

19.0 
13.1 
9.2 
10.7 
6.3 
5.2 



faculty compensation. i987-sa 



INSTITUTION 



FULL 
PROFESSOR 



ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR 



ASSISTANT 
PROFESSOR 



INSTRUCTOR 



HOWARD 

CASE WESTERN RESERVE 

CHICAGO 

DURE 

EMORY 

GEORGETOWN 

JOHNS HOPKINS 

ROCHESTER 

STANFORD 

TULANE 

VANDERBILT 

YALE 



$56,300 
67,600 
78,600 
76,^00 

78,800 
74,500 
69,500 
84,300 
64,800 
72,400 
81 , 500 



$42,600 
49,600 
51.400 
52,900 

54,300 
51.900 
50,100 
61,700 
47,800 
51,300 
48.900 



S35.500 
39,500 
43.400 
40,500 

38,900 
44,100 

41,800 
50.600 
37,300 
*2,iG0 
38,600 



$29,900 
36.700 
32,900 



31 .000 
35,700 
31,300 

27.600 
35,700 
34,800 



SOURCES; 1988-89, THE COLLEGE BOARD'S ANNUAL SURVEY OF COLLEGES, 

1987-88, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS * ANNUAL REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC STATUS OF THE PROFESSION . 
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TABLE At? 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND PUBLIC INSTITUTIONS WITH HOSPITALS 



FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS, 1988-89 

RATIO 

NUMBER OF PERCENT OF FULL-TIME NUKBE OF PERCENT OF FTE STUDENTS 

INSTITUTION FULL-TIME FACULTY FACULTY WITH PH.D.S FART -TIME FACULTY PART-TIKE FACULTY FUIX-TIME FACUI 



HOWARD 

IU/ PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 

CINCINNATI 

KOTUOCY 

ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 
ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 
TEMPLE 
UTAH 

CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 
VIRCINU COMMDHVEAX-TB 
MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 
N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 



1,174 

1.220 
2,324i 
1,509 
1,8*9 
1,585 
1,683 

805 
1,491 
1,515 

480 



0.78 
0,46 
0.73 
0.97 

0.80 
0.83 
0,90 



0.83 
0.70 



703 
712 
1016 
370 
884 
140 
826 

197 
394 
26 
79 



0.3? 
0.37 
0,30 
0.20 
0.32 
0.08 
0*33 

0.20 
0.21 
0.02 
0.14 



6 

? 
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10 

i: 
e 
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FACULTY COMPENSATION, 1987-38 



INSTITUTION 



FULL 
PROFESSOR 



ASSOCIATE 

PROFESSOR 



ASSISTANT 
PROFESSOR 



INSTRUCTOR 



HOWARD 


$56,300 


$42,600 


$35,500 


$29 v 900 


IU/PURDUE (INDIANAPOLIS) 


51,100 


41,400 


32,400 


21 ,600 


CINCINNATI 


65,500 


49,400 


38,400 


28,600 


KENTUCKY 


55,600 


4 1 , 700 


36,100 


33,300 


ILLINOIS (CHICAGO) 


57.000 


4 . ,4Q0 


33,100 


26,500 


ALABAMA (BIRMINGHAM) 


56,200 


43,100 


35,900 


29.600 


TEMPLE 


59,400 


47,300 


39,900 


33,600 


UTAH 


59,100 


43,600 


38,400 


32,900 


CALIFORNIA (IRVINE) 


71,900 


50,800 


45,800 




VIRGINIA COMMONWEALTH 


60,300 


49,800 


42,100 


32.000 


MISSOURI (COLUMBIA) 


52,600 


40,400 


36,000 


26,500 


N DAKOTA (GRAND FORKS) 


43,700 


36,200 


32,700 


22,800 



SOURCES i 1988-89. THE COLLEGE BOARD * S ANNUAL SURVEY OF COLLEGES. 

1987-88, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS * ANNUAL REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC STAtJS OF THE PROFESSION . 
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TABLE A18 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND COMPETITOR INSTITUTIONS 



FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS, 1988-89 

RATIO OF 



INSTITUTION 


NUMBER OF 
FULL-TIME FACULTY 


PERCENT OF FULL-TIME 
FACULTY WITH PB.D.S 


NUMBER OF 
PART-TIME FACULTY 


PERCENT 
PART-TIKE FACULTY 


PTE STUDENTS TO 
FULL-TIME FACULTY 


HOWARD 


1,174 


0.78 


703 


0.37 


8.2 


MICHIGAN STATE 


3,520 


0.64 


326 


0.08 


11.1 


MICHIGAN 


2.995 


0.86 


751 


0.20 


11.1 


RUTGERS 












MC k fc T 


389 


0.49 


60 


0.13 


14.1 


CLARK 


100 


0.43 


20 


0.17 




FLORIDA AIM 


345 


0.60 


15 


0.04 


13.8 


HAMPTON 


246 




102 


0.29 


18.4 


MOREHOUSE 


118 


0.56 


15 


0.11 




MORGAN STATE 


209 


0.60 


SO 


0.28 


14.6 


SPELMAN 


109 


0.76 


58 


0.35 


16.1 


MARYLAND (BCo) 


966 


0.90 


305 


0.24 


3.9 


MARYLAND (CP) 


1,972 


0.79 


562 


0.22 


14.4 


VIRGINIA 


1,845 


0.80 


208 


oao 


tf.9 


XAVIER 


no 


0.62 


50 


0.28 


14.3 


TEMPLE 


1,683 


0.83 


826 


0.33 


13.9 



FACULTY COMPENSATION, 1987-88 

FULL ASSOCIATE ASSISTANT 

INSTITUTION PROFESSOR PROFESSOR PROFESSOR INSTRUCTOR 



HOWARD 


S 56, 300 


$42,600 


$35,500 


S29,90O 


MICHIGAN STATE 


62,600 


48,400 


41 ,000 


31,100 


MICHIGAN 


71,200 


55,000 


^6.000 


30,000 


RUTGERS 


73.100 


53,700 


42.400 


31,400 


NC A & T 


51,400 


44,200 


37,500 


32 f 400 


CLARK 










FLORIDA A b « 










HAMPTON 










MOREHOUSE 










MORCAN STATE 










SPELMAN 










MARYLAND (BCo) 


66.200 


48,500 


39.300 


29,800 


MARYLAND (CP) 


69,600 


50.000 


40,100 


31,000 


VIRGINIA 


76. 100 


52.700 


42*700 


11,600 


XAVIER 


31 . 100 


27 t 900 


24,200 


21,400 


TEMPLE 


59.400 


47,300 


39,900 


33,600 



SOURCE! 1988-89, THE COLLECE BOARD'S ANNUAL Sim VET OF COLLEGES. 

1987-88, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROfESSORS' ANNUAL REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC STATUS 0? THE PROFESSION. 
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TabU A19 

HOWARD UNIVERSITY AND HBCUS 
FACULTY CHARACTERISTICS, 1986-89 





NUMBER OF 


INSTITUTION FUIX- 


-TIME FACULTT 


HOWARD 


1 t 1 '* 


JACXSON STATS 


171. 


TUSXECEE 


286 


SETHUftE-COOKMAN 


122 


I FLORIDA MEMORIAL 


60 


' HOWTOU STATE 


350 


use 


508 


i ARXANSAS CLR) 


457 


[ TEXAS SOUTHERN 


375 


XAVXER 


130 


j MOREHOUSE 


t 1 ft 


RAMPTON 




SPELMAN 


f AO 


NC A I T 




J FLORIDA A fc M 

t 

: 




j FACULTT COMPENSATION, 


1987-88 


t 

t 




INSTITUTION 


rRUF £5 SUfl 


1 SOVARD 


556 , 300 


JACX50N STATE 


3? , 600 


| TUSKEGEE 


36,600 


J BET8UNE-C00KMAN 


29.400 


FLORIDA MEMORIAL 




, NORFOLK STATE 


49,700 


| UDC 




J ARKANSAS (LR) 


.49,600 


TEXAS SOUTHERN 


45,200 


j MV1ER 


31,100 


1 MOREHOUSE 




HAMPTON 




| SPELMAN 




| NC A fc T 


51,400 


FLORIDA AiM 





PERCENT OF FULL-TIME 
FACULTT WITH PB.D.S 



NUMBER OF 
PARI -TIME FACULTY 



PERCENT 
PART-TIME FACULTT 



RATIO OF 
PTE STUDENTS TO 
FULL-TIME FACULTT 



0.78 


703 


0.37 


8.2 


0.56 


83 


0.18 


15.1 


0.58 


21 


0,07 


10.6 


0.48 


80 


0.40 


15.0 


0.70 


30 


0.33 




0.55 


101 


0.2a 


19.0 


0.43 


200 


0.28 


14.6 


0.57 


214 


0.32 


14.7 


0.54 


39 


0.09 




0.62 


50 


0.28 


14.3 


0,56 


15 


0.11 






102 


0.29 


18.4 


0.76 


58 


0.35 


16.1 


0.49 


60 


0.13 


14.1 


0.60 


15 


0.O4 


13.8 



ASSOCIATE 
PROFESSOR 



$42,600 
36,300 
31,100 
25,900 

43,700 

40,500 
41,000 
27,900 



44,200 



ASSISTANT 
PROFESSOR 



$35,500 
3;, 700 
28,300 
21,900 

35,000 

33,500 
29,000 
24,200 



37,500 



INSTRUCTOR 



$29,900 
27,400 
23,100 
19,600 

27,400 

26,700 
23,600 
21,400 



32,400 



SOURCES: 1988-89, THE COLLEGE BOARD'S ANNUAL SURVEY OF COLLEGES. 

1987-88. AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF UNIVERSITY PROFESSORS 1 ANHUAL REPORT ON THE ECONOMIC STATUS OF THE PROFESSION. 
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